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ABSTRACT 
Discretionary effort (DE) is energy over which an individual has 
control, beyond that which is minimally required by the organization, 
expended pro-organizationally (to benefit the organization), consistent 
with organizational goals and requiring both a behavioral as well as a 
cognitive expenditure by the individual. The major question motivating 
this study was, "what relationships exist between DE and the previously 
established measures of organizational commitment (OC), psychological 
attachment (PA) and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB)?" A 
Discretionary Effort Scale (DES) was developed and integrated into a 
larger, 64-item Workplace Questionnaire (consisting of items from 
established measurement tools for OC, PA and OCB) and administered to 
212 members of three business organizations (using both paper-and-
IV 
pencil and electronic versions of the Questionnaire). Using principal 
components analyses, the original 15-item DES was reduced to a 10-item 
scale loading on two, key factors: In Role DE (IRDE) and Extra Role DE 
(ERDE). Analysis of results generally supported positive correlations 
between DE and OC, DE and PA, and DE and OCB. Analyses of 
relationships between IRDE (and ERDE) and specific components of the 
other dimensions (OC, PA, OCB) yielded pattems and results consistent 
with the nature of the constructs. The ve:ry early, rudimentary findings 
(1983) regarding levels of DE exhibited by workplace members were 
replicated in this study. The construct of DE does appear to merit 
further attention as one that may offer researchers and organizational 
managers opportunity for a better understanding of the relationship 
between organizational members and their organizations. 
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Chapter 1: Rationale for the Study 
A. Rationale for Studying the Problem 
In this section, the concept of 'discretionary effort' will be 
introduced. Actually, there is very little written about the concept itself, 
however, there are other concepts in the literature that lend themselves 
to constructing a conceptual framework for discretionary effort; this 
conceptual framework will be the subject of Chapter 2. The purpose of 
this section is to provide a compelling reason for spending time 
examining discretionary effort. Here, an attempt will be made to 
demonstrate that such an examination is needed and that the results of 
the examination will contribute value to developing a better 
understanding of the dynamics between employee and employer in U.S. 
workplaces. The state-of-the-workplace will be reviewed. Taking a look 
at the current dynamic between employees and employers adds a sense 
of urgency for a closer examination of this critical relationship; 
discretionary effort appears to hold promise as an analytical tool for the 
examination. 
1 . Discretionary Effort 
'Discretionary effort' is a phrase coined by Daniel Y ankelovich and 
John Immerwahr paralleling the economic concept of discretionary 
spending; discretionary effort was used in their 1983 research report of 
findings in the workplace to describe " ... the difference between the 
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maximum amount of effort and care an individual could bring, and the 
minimum amount of effort required to avoid being fired or penalized; in 
short, the portion of one's effort over which a job holder has the greatest 
control" (Yankelovich & Immerwahr, 1983, p.1). ·~Put another way, 
discretionary effort focuses our attention on that portion of effort that is 
controlled by the jobholder, rather than by the employer or the inherent 
nature of the work" (Yankelovich & Immerwahr, 1983, p.1). Refer to 
Figure 1; for discussion purposes, the job of an accounting clerk will 
hopefully allow us to begin to build a case for the significance of 
discretionary effort as an important concept for better understanding 
work organizations. In a very basic analysis of the productivity of an 
accounting clerk, the clerk's output is going to be dependent on at least 
three global factors. Knowledge and skills will determine whether or not 
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the clerk has the capacity to, for example, post entries to a ledger. 
Knowing which entry goes where and having a solid knowledge of the 
purpose of an accounting ledger is crucial to perfonning this task 
correctly. A second factor, influencing the clerk's accuracy, efficiency 
and ultimately, the clerk's productivity, involves the tools available (or 
not available) to perform the task. The availability of a calculator, or 
even better, a computerized spreadsheet, will greatly influence the clerk's 
output. All the knowledge and every available, appropriate tool will not 
guarantee, however, accomplishment of the task; the human component 
of productivity, effort, is an essential, third ingredient for productivity. 
As implied by Yankelovich & Immerwahr"s preceding quote, effort may 
have multiple components: some part of which is influenced by the 
environment, some portion influenced by the nature of the task to be 
performed and finally, some part controlled by the individual assigned 
the task. .. discretionary effort is a measure of this latter component. 
Y ankelovich and Immerwahr ( 1983) found a general trend in the 
workplace with jobholders having more and more control over their 
work. .. "changes in both the nature of work and the composition of the 
work force have substantially altered the workplace, and one result has 
been an increase in the amount of jobholder discretion" (p.l). Despite 
the ever increasing amount of control and discretion given to workers 
over their work, another, very disturbing trend was discovered. In their 
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three (3) year study, they found few workers who said that they were 
working at their full potential (23%) and almost one-half of respondents 
(44%) admitted to investing only the amount of effort needed to keep 
their jobs ... 75% of respondents said that they could be much more 
effective in their work than they were currently (Yankelovich & 
Immerwahr, 1983, p. 2). "Even more disturbing is the possibility that 
the tendency to withhold effort from the job may be increasing ... a 
number of observers have pointed out that a considerable gap has 
existed between the number of hours that people are paid for working 
and the number of hours that they actually spend in productive labor" 
(Yankelovich & Immerwahr, 1983, p. 3). In the more than 15-year 
interim since this research was conducted, the increase in the level of 
interest in the employee's relationship with the employer (and vice versa) 
has only intensified. Discretionary effort, however, as a concept, 
disappointingly, has been developed very little beyond Yankelovich & 
Immerwahr's early work. 
The lack of current, comparative 'discretionary effort' data to 
contrast with the earlier, 1983 findings presents a challenge. In order to 
make some rational assumptions about how current data might look, a 
good indication may be found in examining how today's workplace 
climate compares to the climate that existed 15 years earlier. It follows, 
then, that we should be able to theorize about the likelihood of whether 
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or not organization members today are expending more, less, or the same 
amount of discretionary effort. So, generally, what is the state of today's 
workplace? In a couple of words, "not so great". The snapshot is one of 
disillusioned employees, unhealthy or non-existent relationships between 
employees and their employers, high stress levels, a lack of security and 
little or no trust... One view, offered by Guaspari ( 1997) is 
straightforward in sharing a bleak picture of today's workplace climate: 
"A strong and widespread sense of dispiritedness is infecting the 
workplace today. It presents itself when people ask themselves a couple 
of very basic questions - 'What am I putting into my work?' 'What am I 
getting out of it?' - and it dawns on them that maybe the deal they're 
getting is not such a good one any more ... " (p. 64). 
In a 1998 survey of 1800 workers conducted by a large, human 
resources consulting group, the employee response " ... reveals that 53% 
of employees feel bumed out on the job, up dramatically from 39% in 
1995." It appears that a vicious circle is being evidenced ... a positive 
feedback loop that is adversely affecting productivity resulting then in 
increased demand for more productivity ... and thus continues the cycle. 
"Because workers tend to take more time off as their stress levels 
increase, the rise in stress means an erosion in productivity. The 1998 
survey shows that the average employee missed 1. 5 days of work due to 
stress in the last year. And more than 80% of the employees who miss 
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time due to stress also miss time to deal with personal matters such as 
caring for a sick child or parent. Altogether, the average employee 
missed 11.5 days of work last year to handle personal matters. And 
when sick time is included, the number of days lost rises to 15.1 
representing almost 6% of annual workdays" (Coutu, 1998, p. 24}. 
Escalation of such a self-reinforcing loop holds nothing less than the 
potential for disastrous consequences for both employees and 
organizations. 
Not surprisingly, commitment of workers to their employers suffers 
in a climate of stress and chaos. Commitment, as a concept and 
'building block' for a discretionary effort conceptual framework will be 
examined extensively in Chapter 2. The following research, however, 
serves the purpose of helping to assess the current levels of effort being 
expended in today's workplace; the operational definition of 'commitment' 
used in the research clearly indicates a connection to levels of employee 
effort. Coutu (1998, p. 24} states that research results uncovered " ... a 
statistical correlation between increased stress and reduced 
commitment." In the survey, commitment was gauged with an index 
encompassing three, central measures: teamwork, endorsement of the 
organization and its products (to others outside of the organization), and 
intent to continue the employment relationship. Interestingly enough, all 
three measures require effort on the part of the employee. The findings 
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were clear. Indicated was a decline in commitment (and effort expended) 
for "virtually every industry, age group, inco!lle group, and job 
classification" (Coutu, 1998, p. 24). Having an insight into the nature of 
commitment is helpful in providing at least a piece of the explanation for 
the results; " ... commitment is a dual type phenomenon, i.e., about 
mutuality in relationships. Since organizations tend now to forsake their 
commitment for their employees, there is no solid, stable basis for such a 
relationship" (Baruch, 1998, p. 136). In Baruch's (1998) continued 
discussion regarding commitment, the dynamic nature of commitment-
building is characterized in this way: " ... organization commitment to 
employees (from the organization) is an antecedent to employees' 
commitment to the organization; ... as the former declines ... the latter will 
subsequently decline too" (p. 140). 
The fundamental relationship between employer and employee may 
be in peril. In any relationship, there exists the need to depend on 
certain givens and/ or certain parameters as to what expectations are 
reasonable; a murkiness in expectations appears now to exist and the 
employee-employer relationship is suffering. "The new slogan is 
efficiency, rather than employee relationships. It is no longer 'people are 
our most important asset, but 'fewer people are our most important 
asset" (Baruch, 1998, p. 139). All considered, there does appear to be 
enough evidence existing to support, as plausible, the argument that 
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employees are not (for any number of reasons) putting their best effort 
into their work. "One may wonder the extent to which an organization's 
values are accepted and cherished by people if they have reason to 
believe that they are valued by the organization only as a production tool, 
not as a contributor and participant, or as long as they manage to 
produce income. How much effort will people exert if they believe that in 
a crisis the employees are the first to pay, with their jobs?" (Baruch, 
1998, 138). The dilemma in the workplace is real; the picture painted is 
almost bleak. Guaspari (1997) sums it up " .. .long hours, turbulent 
schedules, more responsibility, high stress, little near-term gratification, 
all against the backdrop of accelerating change, abrogated social and 
psychological contracts, and yes, decreasing job security" (p. 64). 
There appears to be a compelling need to assess, more carefully, 
the relationship between today's organizational members and their 
organizations. One perspective of the problem with the relationship is 
reflected in two recent articles, the fmdings from which reflect similar 
themes. The first study documented results from a look across 60 
manufacturing plants spread throughout the U.S. Interestingly enough, 
inclusion in the study required that organizations "... had to meet two 
primary selection criteria: they had to be achieving profitability goals. 
and their organizational trends had to be on the upswing." (Longnecker, 
Dwyer & Stansfield, 1998, p. 22). Deliberately excluded then, from this 
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study, were organizations whose performance were unsatisfactory and, 
thus, eliminated was a whole myriad of possible motivations to place 
'blame' for the poor outcomes on employees. In this particular study, " ... 
primary barriers to workforce productivity in the 'motivation' category 
included workers who are resistant to change [and] a lack of workforce 
motivation ... " (Longnecker, Dwyer & Stansfield, 1998, p. 23). The second 
of the two articles looks at a model of integrating economic theory with 
results from studies of organization commitment and organizational 
citizenship behavior and identifies that the problem is " ... that employees 
typically devote less effort to their work activities than would be optimal 
from the standpoint of their organizations ... employees devote insufficient 
effort to discretionary activities, not directly or explicitly recognized by 
the formal reward system, but which promote the efficient and effective 
functioning of the organization in general ... employees devote insufficient 
effort to avoiding behaviors that impose costs on the organization in 
general and/or specific employees" (Tomer, 1998, p. 826). 
There is a pervasive sense that what is lacking in today's work 
environments is a proper sense of attachment, of members, to their 
organization. Attempts to create this bond in the employee-employer 
relationship (as would be witnessed by a sincere caring about the 
organization and demonstration of positive, proactive behavior ... that is 
truly discretionary... on behalf of the organization) do not seem to be 
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working. According to Tomer ( 1998), " ... the explicit organizational 
incentives brought to bear on employees lacking psychological 
attachment to their organization are expected to lead them to choose only 
those efforts for which they are rewarded. Although this is individually 
rational, this is far from optimal for the organization because these 
employees are refraining from (1) expending extra effort in the 
organization's best interest. (2) efforts in co-workers' best interests, and 
(3) the extra efforts necessary to avoid incurring costs to the 
organization" (p. 829). Researchers (and practitioners) have intensified 
their interest and research efforts on the related concepts of 
organizational commitment (employees' commitment to their work 
organizations) and prosocial behavior in the workplace (discretionary 
behaviors above and beyond those within the confmes of formal role 
requirements and descriptions). Not surprisingly, these concepts have 
received much attention because of the presumed correlation between 
them and enhancement in organizational performance (e.g. Scholl, 1981; 
Wiener, 1982; Brief & Motowidlo, 1986; Decotis, 1987; Mathieu & Zajak. 
1990; Benkoff, 1997; Podsakoff, Ahearne & MacKenzie, 1997). 
Lack of specific, comparative, discretionary effort data (since the 
time of Yankelovich and Immerwahr's research in 1983) does not 
diminish this researcher's motivation for pursuing the topic now. In fact, 
today's work climate indicators lend credibility to the hypothesis that, 
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since 1983, expenditure of discretionruy effort remains at low levels and 
perhaps, has even declined. The lack of current, comparative data 
makes an inqui.Iy into discretionruy effort, now, even more important. A 
workforce that is working at a level significantly lower than its potential 
creates some rather obvious problems. One cannot help but wonder 
what levels of productivity would look like with a positive change in the 
discretionruy effort expended in U.S. workplaces. Even a 5 or 10% 
improvement in effort would seem to hold the potential to produce 
upswings in positive output coming from these workplaces. Is 
diminished effort negatively influencing the overall effectiveness of U.S. 
business to produce quality at the lowest cost. .. dulling the competitive 
edge? Is the diminished effort on the part of educators negatively 
affecting learning outcomes? ... diminished effort by healthcare workers 
adversely impacting the overall cost and quality of care provided to 
healthcare consumers? A better understanding of the current dynamics 
at work within organizations may hold the key to unlocking this reserve 
of effort and energy. 
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Chapter 2: Conceptual Framework 
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A. Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to create a construct. .. a conceptual 
framework that will provide a theoretical grounding for a study of 
discretionary effort. An operational definition, developed by the author, 
will be presented. A visual representation of the conceptual framework 
will be presented in this section. This presentation, in order to be 
effective, necessitates a brief introduction to the key concepts that are 
critical for the construction of the framework for discretionary effort. 
These same key concepts, organizational commitment {and the important 
component of psychological attachment} and prosocial organizational 
behavior {and the subset, organizational citizenship behavior) will then be 
presented individually and discussed extensively. 
At this juncture, and to aid in grounding the research question, an 
operational definition of discretionary effort needs to be developed and 
discussed. Four {4) crucial components seem to be required in order to 
fully defme the concept in a manner that makes studying it worthwhile 
and to ensure that the results of such a study would, in fact, contribute 
positively to the larger body of organizational research. Discretionary 
effort is energy over which an individual has control, beyond that which is 
minimally required by the organization, expended pro-organizationally 
(enhancing the position of the organization and resulting in measurable 
gain either overall, or by some portion of the membership of, the 
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organization}, consistent with organization rules, values and goals, and 
requiring both a behavioral as well as a cognitive (or psychological) 
expenditure by the individual. While not necessarily part of the 
definition, it may be helpful to recognize here that discretionary effort is 
measured as an actual-to-available expenditure ratio. The ratio will vary 
for each individual not only because the 'actual' will be different (the 
discretionary effort expended), but also because the 'available' (potential) 
is a very individualized measure. Every member of every organization 
can make a choice among four options: to expend less energy than what 
is minimally required to keep their job (and, thus, inevitably losing their 
organizational membership), to expend the energy minimally required in 
order to remain a member of the organization, to expend the energy 
required to fully meet role requirements (and nothing more) and fmally, to 
expend energy at a level beyond what is dictated by role requirements. 
Each choice carries with it a potential consequence (or response from the 
organization). 
The flrst (and fundamental) component of discretionary effort, the 
free will an individual has to choose to expend (or to withhold) effort, 
provides a convenient springboard for introducing the two, key elements 
of the conceptual framework for discretionary effort: organizational 
commitment (a key component of which is psychological attachment) and 
prosocial organizational behavior (an important class of which is 
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organizational citizenship behavior). Early, and in fact, ongoing studies of 
levels of members' commitment to their organizations were motivated, to 
a great extent, by a desire to predict tumover; tumover is a measure of 
the most basic, discretionary exercising of will by organizational 
members: deciding whether to stay or leave, continue or discontinue 
membership. Related also to this aspect of discretionary effort are two 
questions central to measuring both commitment of a member as well as 
that member's level of citizenship behavior. First, to what extent is the 
member attached to the organization and willing to exert considerable 
effort on behalf of the organization (organizational commitment)? 
Secondly, to what extent is the member willing to exert effort beyond that 
required by their jonnal role assignment within the organization 
(organizational citizenship behavior)? Both questions move beyond the 
stay or leave decision point and beyond expenditure of what effort is 
minimally required in order to retain membership. 
Commitment levels of individuals, discussed briefly in an earlier 
section, to either their organizations or to their occupations have received 
much attention in the last several years. Organizational commitment, in 
its most simple form is "an active association between the individual and 
the organization" (Pierce, 1987, p. 164) ... one in which the employee 
actively contributes so that the organization derives some benefit from 
that contribution. Again, the relationship between this measure 
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(commitment) and other measures of importance to organizations (e.g., 
tumover, productivity and job satisfaction) have been widely explored 
(Meyer, Allen & Smith, 1993; Meyer et al, 1989; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; 
Porter et al, 1974). Also very much related to individual effort in the 
workplace is the construct of prosocial behavior defined as: "acts such as 
helping, sharing, donating, cooperating and volunteering... They are 
positive social acts carried out to produce and maintain the well-being 
and integrity of others" (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986, p. 710). Organizational 
citizenship behavior (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith, Organ & Near, 
1983), considered as a subset of prosocial organizational behavior, has 
received an increasing level of attention more recently among 
researchers. Organizational citizenship behavior defined by Organ ( 1988) 
"represents individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or 
explicitly recognized by the formal reward system and that in the 
aggregate promotes the affective functioning of the organization. By 
discretionary, we mean that the behavior is not an enforceable 
requirement of the role or the job description, that is, the clearly 
specifiable terms of the person's employment contract with the 
organization; the behavior is rather a matter of personal choice, such 
that its omission is not generally understood as punishable" (Bolon, 
1997, p. 223). Organizational citizenship behavior is differentiated, by • 
definition, from the larger class of prosocial behavior in that it one, is 
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consistent with the goals and objectives established by the organization. 
and two, it results in a beneficial impact on the organization. 
Discretionary effort, too, by definition shares these two behavioral 
criteria. This extension of the bond between the two (organizational 
citizenship behavior and discretionary effort) places an even greater 
significance on the measure of organizational citizenship behavior (and 
earlier research on the concept) with the expectation that it can be 
helpful in better understanding discretionary effort. So far, the 
discussion has considered only the behavioral aspect of discretionary 
effort. Also relevant to the discussion is the cognitive realm of the 
construct ... the psychological energy expended in the exercising of 
discretionary effort. In examining organizational commitment, beyond 
the question of choosing to continue or forfeit organizational 
membership, there emerged a connection measured as 'identification with 
organizational goals' (Mowday, Porter & Steers, 1982). This connection 
focused some interest on the psychological attachment of members to 
organizations and has concentrated on identification with various aspects 
of the organization and compliance with organizational expectations. 
Intemalizing an identification with an organization requires a deliberate 
expenditure of cognitive energy. Measures of organizational commitment 
and of the psychological attachment component of commitment provide 
18 
vehicles for examining the cognitive side of the discretionary effort 
construct. 
Figure 2 is an attempt to visually represent the relationship among 
various components of effort. Cylinder 2 is intended to be an identical, 
comparative image of Cylinder 1. Both figures, from top-to-bottom, 
Figure 2. Conceptual framework 
! 
100% 
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Work Effort 
80% 0 Discretionary Effort 
60% 0 Extra Role Expended Effort 
40% Work Effort 
20% 
•In Role Discretionary 
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Cylinder 1 Cylinder 2 Effort 
,, 
i 
represent the full expendable effort an individual may direct for the 
benefit of an organization. There is, of course, the recognition that 
although each organizational member, theoretically, has some total 
amount of effort available ( l 00%) that that quantity of effort will variety 
widely among members. In both cylinders, the bottom section represents 
minimally required in-role behavior or that subset of potential total effort 
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that, if an individual chooses not to expend to this level, membership (or 
employment) will be lost. In Cylinder 1, the second-from-the-bottom 
segment represents the in-role effort necessary (in addition to that which 
is minimally mandated to remain a member of the organization) in order 
to meet the full requirements of the role. By contrast. however, this in-
role effort is discretionary; the expenditure is at the discretion of the 
individual. Cylinder 2 displays this in-role discretionary work effort as 
one component of effort encompassed in discretionary effort. Measures 
of organizational commitment focus on measuring the in-role (both 
required and discretionary) work effort portion of the whole. Effort that 
is not a part of in-role behavior is extra-role behavior; it is that which is 
measured by organizational citizenship behavior. Examining Cylinder 1 
again, all extra-role effort is represented in the top, two segments of the 
cylinder (extra-role expended work effort and extra-role unexpended work 
effort). Discretionary effort (represented in Cylinder 2), then, consists of 
that portion of in-role behavior (in-role discretionary work effort) that is 
above and beyond that which is necessary to remain with the 
organization (in-role required work effort). in combination with any 
energy expended requiring effort beyond meeting in-role behavior 
requirements (extra-role expended work effort). Measures of 
organizational commitment and measures of organizational citizenship 
behavior, then, offer promise in examining discretionary effort as a 
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concept and examining the value of the concept in the study of 
organizational behavior and development. 
In the section that follows, the two key concepts used to build the 
conceptual framework for the construct of discretionary effort will be 
presented. Organizational commitment (OC) will be introduced and 
defmed; the significant theoretical findings will be presented along with a 
discussion of both the antecedents and consequences of OC. This 
discussion will be fairly extensive because there exists a significant body 
of theory and research and OC provides a solid foundation for the 
conceptual framework being constructed. Psychological attachment. an 
integral component of the concept of OC, will also be defined and 
reviewed for the important role it can play in conceptually framing 
discretionary effort. Prosocial organizational behavior will be introduced 
and defmed with a review of the theoretical foundation for the concept; 
antecedents and consequences of prosocial organizational behavior will 
be discussed. Organizational citizenship behavior has been briefly 
presented earlier and defined as a subset of the larger class of prosocial 
organizational behavior; it will be revisited again, briefly. at the end of 
this section. Lastly, in this chapter, the research question will be 
articulated and the hypotheses for the research project presented. 
21 
1. Organizational Commitment 
A critical goal for those responsible for building and/ or managing 
workplace organizations is attracting and retaining the human resources 
(the talent and skills of individuals) required for operation and growth of 
the organization. Not surprisingly then, tumover (measurement of the 
loss of organizational members) has, historically, received a great deal of 
attention. Levels of satisfaction with pay, supervision, co-workers and 
work conditions have been analyzed in relationship to an employee's 
intention to either stay or leave an organization. Measures of job 
involvement and organizational commitment have both, as well, been 
viewed as predictors of tumover; these two concepts, while related, drive 
distinctly different measures. "The primary distinction between the two 
concepts [organizational commitment and job involvement] is that job 
involvement describes an employee's attachment to his or her job, 
whereas organizational commitment describes an attachment between an 
employee and the organization. One would expect the two variables to be 
correlated to the extent that an organization provides employees with 
jobs that they desire" (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990, p. 182). 
Closer scrutiny of job involvement (and, job satisfaction, for that 
matter) and organizational commitment distinguish the concepts not 
only in terms of their respective foci Uob v. organization) but, as well, in 
terms of their respective scopes of influence. It has been observed that 
22 
" ... general attitudes toward the organization may be more important in 
the decision to remain than the more specific attitudes toward one's 
particular job" (Porter, Steers, Mowday & Boulian, 1974, p. 608). 
Measures of organizational commitment, then, are indicative of a "more 
global evaluative linkage" between the individual and the organization 
(Porter, et al., 1974, p. 604) probably much more so than either job 
satisfaction or job involvement. The negative correlation between 
organizational commitment and employee tumover (Porter, et al., 197 4) 
has made OC a pivotal concept for inquiry in studies of organizational 
behavior and organizational development. Organizational commitment 
has become recognized as a desirable quality in organizational members 
because its absence, and the resulting tumover, is generally very costly 
to the organization (Meyer, Paunonen, Gellatly, Goffm & Jackson, 1989). 
Researchers have sustained their interest in measures of organizational 
commitment because of the linkage they have to important 
organizational outcomes. Even twenty years ago the interest in 
commitment was high; " ... commitment has become a variable of interest 
because of the belief that increased commitment leads, in some way, to 
increased organizational effectiveness, and is therefore something worth 
developing in employees" (Scholl, 1981, p. 589). Benkhoff ( 1997) 
captures it succinctly, "the main reason why commitment has been one 
of the most popular research subjects in industrial psychology and 
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organizational behavior over the past 30 years is its assumed impact on 
performance" (p. 701). 
The concept of organizational commitment has been theoretically 
and operationally defined in a variety of ways; the variety of definitions 
only seeming to contribute to the difficulty of trying to establish clear 
relationships between this, and other, work performance-related 
concepts. Organizational commitment has been studied for the value 
that a measure of OC has in predicting continuity and/ or turnover of 
organizational members and in predicting other, workplace behaviors 
and values. It has been investigated as a concept with a focus on 
measuring the consequences of levels of OC for the organization (and 
correspondingly, with a look at the consequences in store for an 
organization when the membership is lacking in OC). The antecedents of 
(factors leading to) OC have also received much attention. "The concept 
[organizational commitment] has received a great deal of empirical study 
both as a consequence and an antecedent of other work-related variables 
of interest. As a consequence, OC [organizational commitment] has been 
linked to several personal variables, role states, and aspects of the work 
environment ranging from job characteristics to dimensions of 
organizational structure. As an antecedent, OC has been used to predict 
employees' absenteeism, performance, turnover, and other behaviors. In 
addition, several other variables of interest, perhaps best referred to as 
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correlates (e.g., job involvement and job satisfaction), have demonstrated 
relationships with OC" (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990, p. 171). In this section, 
the key theoretical underpinnings of the research on OC will be reviewed, 
the more popular operational definitions will be presented and a look will 
be taken at the antecedents and correlates of OC. Finally, some of the 
criticisms of the OC research will be discussed in some detail. 
Scholl (1981) segregated the OC literature, assembled up to that 
time, into one of two theoretical schools of thought. Probably the earliest 
interest in the concept stemmed from an interest in looking at 
organizational membership decisions and, specifically, the turnover of 
organizational members. Those who ascribed to what Scholl called a 
behavioral theoretical model focused their examination of OC on levels of 
conunitment and attempted to link OC levels to the staying (or leaving) 
intentions. Others, identified by Scholl as ascribing to an attitudinal 
model took a more expansive view of the value in measuring OC and 
instead, attempted to generalize fmdings beyond decisions regarding 
membership to linkages with performance outcome measures. Scholl 
described the two schools of thought in this way ... one "variously termed 
the rational, organizational behavior, or attitudinal school. .. [and the 
other] ... the behavioral, social psychological, or irrational school. .. 
Whereas the attitudinal school uses the commitment concept to explain 
performance and membership, the behavioral school generally confines 
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itself to the employee membership decision" (Scholl, 1981, p. 590). As 
well, Scholl identified two fundamental propositions used to explain 
membership continuity (or commitment to) an organization. Essentially, 
commitment is described in these propositions either as being generated 
from a perception of an increased likelihood for receiving a reward for 
continued membership or seeing the investments made into an 
organization as creating a deepening regard (or commitment) for that 
organization. One proposition, the "expectancy proposition [postulates 
that] the propensity to remain in a particular organization increases as 
the individual's perceived probability of continued equitable rewards 
associated with continued membership increases" (Scholl, 1981, p. 596). 
The other, "commitment proposition [proposes that] the propensity to 
remain in a particular organization increases as an individual's 
investment to that organization increases, the individual's debt to that 
organization increases, altemative opportunities become blocked through 
acquisition of skills specific to that organization, and the individual's 
social identity becomes tied to that organization" (Scholl, 1981, p. 596). 
These two propositions are important in understanding a broader and 
multidimensional defining of the OC concept. 
Scholl found value in the expectancy proposition but theorized that 
it was not complete enough to stand-alone. ''The fundamental argument 
presented in exchange models is that individuals perform for, or make 
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contributions to, an organization in exchange for certain rewards or 
inducements ... there is general support for the basic proposition that 
individuals attempt to maintain an equitable balance between inputs and 
outcomes by perceptual change, behavioral change, or leaving ... " (Scholl, 
1981, p. 591). Scholl (1981) does express reservation, however, because 
other important aspects are still missing in the explanation for the 
development of OC; "although one cannot discount the power of 
expectancy as a stabilizing force, there is much evidence to suggest that 
it is not fully adequate as an explanation of stability [behavioral 
stability/continuity]" (Scholl, 1981, p. 593). In formulating his own, 
more global, model and defining organizational commitment Scholl 
( 1981) saw " ... individual commitment to be a potential force directing 
membership, adequate role performance, and innovative and 
spontaneous behavior (extra-role behavior)" (p. 590). In the model, there 
are four components that make up OC. Investments are described 
consistent with the 'investment proposition' presented earlier, promoting 
" ... the proposition that individual investments into a particular 
organization act as a stabilizing or maintenance 
mechanism ... investments ... are posited to decrease an individual's 
propensity to leave the organization" (Scholl, 1981, p. 593). The other 3 
components: reciprocity, alternatives (or lack thereof) and identifrcation 
provide clearer definitions of the sub-parts of the 'commitment 
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proposition'. Reciprocity captures a sense of obligation on the part of an 
employee to repay the organization for a significant benefit extended to 
that employee. Scholl ( 1981) provides the example: " ... an individual 
would receive a benefit, such as training or an opportunity beyond his or 
her current ability, and would expect to repay it through future 
performance ... the debt incurred through advance rewards would act to 
hold the individual into a particular system until the debt was repaid" (p. 
594). Another of the key components of OC considers what altematives 
an organizational member has outside the current organization; the lack 
of good (or of any) altematives keeps the individual from breaking the 
relationship because of the potential that other options or altematives 
available to the individual are not as ~ood as the current opportunity 
(Scholl, 1981). Last, but important, is the identification component 
described by Scholl (1981) in this way: " ... as an individual becomes 
more embedded in a social identity, change would become more 
difficult ... [identification] defmed as the linking of one's social identity to 
a specific social role ... " (p. 595). In Scholl's model then, it is these 
components that determine an individual's level of organizational 
commitment. William and Anderson (1991) provide a succinct 
description of this model: "Scholl's model identifies commitment as a 
'stabilizing force that acts to maintain behavioral direction when 
expectancy I equity conditions are not met and do not function' (593)" (p. 
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604). Scholl's work provides an important foundation, which other 
researchers used as a springboard for further inquiry and refinement of 
OC research. 
Here, it makes sense to introduce the work of another, early 
researcher who significantly influenced the research in the topic area 
and whose work is worthy of review. Weiner (1982) was very critical of 
the OC models, which existed at the time. It was Weiner's assessment 
that " ... the research effort as a whole has been too fragmented and 
unsystematic to provide a satisfactory understanding of commitment as 
a unique and psychologically meaningful phenomenon. The lack of a 
strong theoretical foundation probably is the major reason for this state 
of affairs" (Weiner, 1982, p. 419). Needed then, was a model of 
organizational commitment that would prove to be more useful for work 
organizations and for future research efforts. Weiner (1982) suggested 
that a useful model would meet all three of these important criteria: 
" ... definitional precision, theoretical integration with other relevant 
constructs, and predictive power. Existing models of commitment do not 
seem to satisfy these requirements" (p. 418). 
A definition of organizational commitment was developed which 
placed greater emphasis on the intemalized beliefs of the organizational 
member. "Organizational commitment is viewed as the totality of 
intemalized normative pressures to act in a way that meets 
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organizational goals and interests. The stronger the commitment, the 
stronger is the person's predisposition to be guided in his actions by 
such internalized standards rather than by a consideration of the 
consequences of these actions. Thus, committed individuals may exhibit 
certain behaviors not because they have figured that doing so is to their 
personal benefit, but because they believe that it is the 'right' and moral 
thing to do" (Weiner, 1982, p. 421). It is the focus on what lies behind 
the commitment behavior that takes on new importance. These 
internalized beliefs come to differentiate Weiner's model from earlier 
ones. ''The defining elements of commitment-internalized normative 
pressures to meet the wishes and interests of the organization-imply that 
a behavioral pattern resulting from commitment must possess in varying 
degrees ... personal sacrifke ... persistence-that is, the behaviors should not 
depend primarily on environmental controls such as reinforcements or 
punishments ... " (Weiner, 1982, p. 421). Like Scholl's model. "Weiner's 
model similarly distinguishes between instrumental beliefs as 
represented by expectancy /valence models and internalized normative 
beliefs. In Weiner's model, commitment is viewed as the totality of these 
internalized beliefs and is responsible for behaviors that (a) reflect 
personal sacrifice made for the sake of the organization, (b) do not 
depend primarily on reinforcements or punishments, and (c) indicate a 
personal preoccupation with the organization" (Williams & Anderson, 
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1991, p. 604). These same authors (Williams & Anderson, 1991) go on to 
make the point that the behaviors identified by Weiner are actually 
descrtptive of a class of behaviors called organizational citizenship 
behaviors (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith, Organ & Near, 1983), which 
will be discussed extensively later. In Weiner's model, organizational 
commitment is viewed as developing as a result of internal drivers rather 
than being externally (or environmentally) driven. The influence of 
rewards (central to an expectancy-type model) become diminished. 
"Social normative pressures that have not become internalized may be 
more readily subjected to the argument that they control and maintain 
behavior through linkages with rewards and punishments" (Weiner, 
1982, p. 421). 
At around this same time, another operational definition of 
organizational commitment emerged from the work done by Mowday, 
Porter and Steers ( 1982) that described OC as the "relative strength of an 
individual's identification with and involvement in a particular 
organization. Conceptually, it can be characterized by at least three 
factors: a) a strong belief in and acceptance of the organization's goals 
and values; b) a willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the 
organization; and c) a strong desire to maintain membership in the 
organization." Identification-driven commitment is like Scholl and 
Weiner's models in that the mechanism for creating a bond with the 
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organization is internalized beliefs (rather than being reward-driven). 
''The identification approach [to commitment] postulates commitment to 
be an attitudinal intervening construct, mediating between certain 
antecedents and outcomes, and views this attitudinal process as 
primarily affective, rather than cognitive-calculative" (Weiner, 1982, p. 
418). In the identification model of commitment " ... three classes of 
variables seem to emerge as antecedents of commitment. .. person-
organization fit. .. job characteristics and work 
experiences ... [and] ... personal-demographic variables ... " (Weiner, 1982, p. 
419). A more detailed discussion of the antecedents of OC will be 
presented in a later section. Underlying Mowday, Porter & Steers ( 1982) 
deflnition of the concept is organizational commitment having both a 
psychological attachment component (identification with an organization) 
and behavioral component (involvement in an organization). 
Adopting a practical approach to researching the antecedents and 
consequences of employee commitment, Fink ( 1992) developed a three-
dimensional model and a corresponding assessment tool built with the 
input of practicing managers. The three dimensions of commitment: 
identification with work, identification with co-workers and, identification 
with the organization were combined into a commitment assessment tool 
(Commitment Diagnosis Instrument, or CDI). Fink's model integrated 
what he posited to be the key theoretical concepts from the earlier 
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commitment research. "One line of thought related to theories of 
individual behavior, especially motivation; a second line related to group 
behavior and dynamics; the third pertained to concepts of organizational 
leadership" (Fink, 1992, p.25). The CDI was developed to " ... measure 
commitment in terms close to the realities of the workplace and 
meaningful to practicing managers themselves" (Fink, 1992, p. 37). The 
instrument was created from the input of groups of managers responding 
to the following question: "What would one expect to see employees 
doing (or not doing) and saying (or not saying) that would reflect an 
identification with their work, co-workers, or the organization as a 
whole?" (Fink, 1992, p.37). Like others, Fink looked at the relationship 
between commitment (as measured by the CDI) and other factors (for 
example, age, tenure, position in the organization, gender, education 
level and job training). Of particular interest in his research was the 
relationship between commitment and job performance. From the 
results of the original work with the CD I, eight commitment profiles were 
developed illustrating various combinations of high and low scores on the 
three component parts of the instrument (work, co-worker, organization). 
Fink's work (and the CDI). because of the emphasis placed on the 
behavioral and attitudinal components of commitment, may serve to 
represent an important aspect of commitment and play a valuable role in 
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determining the relationship that exists between organizational 
commitment and discretionary effort. 
Another model of organizational commitment merits discussion; it 
further develops a model postulating OC as a psychological state. Meyer 
and Allen (1991), based on their review of the research on organizational 
commitment, proposed a three (3) component model of the concept. The 
three components: affective, continuance. and normative commitment. 
each describe a psychological connection (perhaps even an emotional 
connection) of the individual to the organization. An employee with 
affective commitment stays with an organization because they want to 
continue their connection. A continuance commitment reflects an 
individual's perceived need to remain with the organization. 
"Continuance commitment presumably develops as employees recognize 
that they have accumulated investments or 'side bets' (Becker, 1960) 
that would be lost if they were to leave the organization or as they 
recognize that the availability of comparable altematives is limited" 
(Meyer, Allen & Smith, 1993, p. 539). Normative commitment comes 
from an individual's sense that they ought to stay with an organization. 
Normative commitment develops "as the result of socialization 
experiences that emphasize the appropriateness of remaining loyal to 
one's employer (Wiener, 1982) or through the receipt of benefits (e.g .. 
tuition payments or skills training) that create within the sense of 
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obligation to reciprocate (Scholl, 1981)" (in Meyer, Allen & Smith, 1993, 
p. 539). Evolving the concept of OC to the point where it is seen as a 
psychological attachment of individual-to-organization is critical to 
establishing the value that OC has in ultimately shedding light on the 
employee-employer relationship (the basic and critical relationship to be 
examined in this current work). However, before moving beyond this 
point, the discussion needs to move, briefly, to a review of the 
consequences and antecedents of OC. So much work has focused on 
these relationships that a discussion of OC would surely be incomplete 
without at least an overview of this work. 
At this point, it appears to be the appropriate time to ask the "so 
what?" question; so given that we can agree on a reasonable definition of 
what OC is, and, given that we are able to ground the concept 
theoretically, what value does it have to advancing our overall 
understanding of organizational behavior (or for purposes of this 
investigation, what does it offer to create a better understanding of the 
relationship that exists between member (or employee) and organization 
(employer)? Some of the original interest in commitment of employees 
stemmed from the hypothesis that committed employees were far less 
likely to leave their organization. The relationship between tumover 
and commitment seems to be a fairly strong one home out by repeated 
investigation: lower commitment levels correspond to higher likelihood of 
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tumover. Research concerning outcomes of commitment indicates that 
the behavioral outcomes showing the strongest relationships with 
commitment have been tumover and intention to stay in the organization 
(Weiner, 1982). Later work, comparing commitment and job satisfaction 
as predictors of tumover found that measures of commitment were not 
found to be any better a predictor of tumover in workplaces than were 
measures of job satisfaction (Deco tis, 1987). A strong theme embedded in 
the models of organizational commitment is retention of the individual in 
the organization. Looking only at measures of organizational 
commitment as we try to better understand discretionary effort and its 
importance to organizational functioning could limit our success. 
Whether an organizational member stays or leaves may, in many 
respects, be of less importance than, for example, the level of energy, 
skill and creativity one expends to benefit the organization. As Allen 
and Meyer ( 1990) notes " ... in ... approaches to organizational 
commitment, commitment is seen as a negative indicator of tumover. A 
logical conclusion to be drawn from this is that one form of commitment 
is as useful as another. What is not recognized in such logic, however, is 
the fact that what employees do on the job is as important, or more 
important, than whether they remain" (p. 15). 
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Another key linkage that has been hypothesized is a linkage 
between organizational commitment and work performance. There does 
not appear to be, however, significant evidence to support such a linkage 
(or at least not a direct linkage). Decotis and Summers (1987) found 
" ... commitment has important implications for both individual and 
organizational outcomes ... commitment was found to be strongly 
associated with individual motivation, desire to leave, turnover, and 
objective measures of job performance, but not to supervisory ratings of 
performance" (p. 466). Contradicting those results, Fink ( 1992) 
discovered that a relationship did exist between commitment (as 
measured by the Commitment Diagnosis Instrument) and performance 
ratings in appraisals ... "the higher the level of employee commitment to 
work, co-worker, and organization, the higher the level of performance, at 
least insofar as the performance appraisal system validly reflects real 
performance" (Fink, 1992, p. 69). In the earlier work of Weiner (1982), 
"the relationship between performance and commitment was found to be 
mixed and modest ... " (p. 419). The mixed and modest connection 
between OC and performance has not, however, limited statements of 
general conclusions from researchers, which, nonetheless, appear to 
indicate a predictability and a linkage. Decotis and Summers (1987) 
conclude that " ... commitment is central to organizational life. 
Commitment has as its theme the notion of exchanged expectations 
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between an organization and its members, and a commitment to meet 
those expectations on the part of the organization and the employee. In 
short, when an organization commits to meeting the needs and 
expectations of its members, its members commit to the service of the 
organization in terms of its goals and values" (p. 467). The commitment-
performance relationship does exist but the nature of the relationship is 
difficult to quantifY. Even some conclusions from research work on the 
topic seem contradictory. "Although higher levels of commitment may 
relate to improved job performance in some situations ... , the present 
fmdings suggest that commitment has very little direct influence on 
performance in most instances." (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990, p. 701). The 
outcomes of studies targeting connections between certain antecedents 
and OC provide some interesting insights though these findings also are 
somewhat confusing and sometimes have contradicting results. 
In shifting focus now to a look at the antecedents of OC, 
researchers have been essentially posing some very basic questions, one 
of which follows: "Is there a particular type of person that is more likely 
than others to develop a sense of organizational commitment?" The 
answer seems to be less than clear. In Weiner's (1982) work (not 
surprisingly with the emphasis placed on normative values held by 
organizational members), two primary antecedents of OC were identified. 
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"The immediate determinants of commitment are two types of 
intemalized normative beliefs held by members: ( 1) generalized loyalty 
and duty, and (2) organizational identification. Identification can be 
affected by practices of selection and organizational socialization. 
Loyalty and duty, however, may be affected only by selection processes. 
Thus, commitment is influenced by both personal predispositions and 
organizational interventions" (p. 422). Weiner's (1982) fmdings seemed, 
at least initially, to provide a defmitive answer to the question. "The 
normative approach ... explicitly recognizes that some people are more 
likely to develop commitment toward a particular organization than are 
other people" (Weiner, 1982, p. 424). Following this train of thought, 
then, the organization would have the potential to regulate OC among 
the membership by way of the careful selection of its members. "Because 
a particular type of person is more likely than others to develop 
commitment toward an organization, policies and practices of 
recruitment and selection may have an impact on the ultimate level of 
members' commitment" (Weiner, 1982, p. 424). The findings in some 
later OC research, however, conflict with a theorized commitment 
personality. "One of the most important conclusions of the present study 
is that there is no 'commitment type' of individual; that is, certain 
individuals are not predisposed to commit to an organization by virtue of 
some unique configuration of personal characteristics" (Decotis & 
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Summers, 1987, p. 465). This work appears to have shifted the 
emphasis back to a class of antecedents which encompass more of the 
extemal (environmental) factors (vs. intemal, personality-related factors). 
Decotis and Summers ( 1987) suggests this altemative focus; " ... there 
does, however, seem to emerge some characteristics of a 'commitment-
type of environment' (an environment that would enhance the likelihood 
of creating committed employees ... that would be one characterized by 
participation in the decision-making process, clear communications 
about organizational intentions, activities and performance, autonomy 
with respect to work definition and conduct, and a sense of cohesion 
among organizational members)" (p. 466). 
Many inquiries into the concept of organizational commitment 
have focused on this class of environmental antecedents (e.g., Allen & 
Meyer, 1990; Bateman & Strasser, 1984; Luthans, Baack & Taylor, 
1987; Mathieu & Hamel, 1989, etc.). An overview will be presented here. 
In general, research fmdings here also are mixed. A helpful starting 
point is the causal model developed by Mathieu & Hamel (1989). In this 
model, four classes of antecedents are identified; they are: .. . .. ( 1) 
personal characteristics (e.g., sex, personality factors); (2) job 
characteristics (e.g., task significance, skill variety); (3) work experiences 
(e.g., leader behaviors, organizational characteristics); and (4) role related 
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characteristics (e.g., role ambiguity, role conflict) ... " (p. 299). The 1987 
work done by Luthans, Baack & Taylor serves as a good example of the 
types of investigations into these categories of antecedents. The findings 
from this work and from other, more recent work done by Fink ( 1992), 
lend support for the role played by personal characteristics (such as age 
and organizational tenure) in the development of organizational 
commitment. "Demographics [age, education, tenure in the organization 
and time with present supervisor] were significantly related to 
organizational commitment" (Luthan, et al., 1987, p. 225). From this 
same work emerged the fmding related (this time relating to work 
experience) which recognized that employee's commitment to their 
organization was positively related to structuring of work situations by a 
leader (Luthan, et al., 1987). Related to role characteristics, was the 
fmding that organizational commitment was influenced by how much 
control an individual sensed that they had; this effect seemed to hold 
true for all organizational levels and types (Luthan, et al., 1987, p. 225). 
A review of the literature, however, also provides enough conflicting 
evidence to make clear relationships difficult to establish. The potential 
influence coming from an interaction with a third (and unrecognized) 
variable is one such complication adding to the difficulty. Mathieu & 
Hamel (1989) discovered support for a mediating role played by job 
satisfaction in the development of OC and, as well, the mental health of 
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the individual played a mediating role. They warned that in the studies 
of the antecedents of OC consideration needs to be given to the potential 
of other affective responses; failure to do so will result in misleading 
conclusions: " ... the apparent influences of many of the 'antecedents' of 
commitment identified in previous research may actually stem from the 
omittance of a third variable(s}" (Mathieu & Hamel, 1989, p. 312). 
It appears that the only relationship that is not challenged in some 
way or another is that between OC and turnover. The variety in the 
conceptualizations and definitions of an organizational commitment 
construct seem to be the root cause for this apparent lack of steady 
progress forward. Allen & Meyer ( 1990) capture the problem succinctly; 
"Common to all the conceptualizations of commitment found in the 
literature is a link with turnover; employees who are strongly committed 
are those who are least likely to leave the organization. Perhaps more 
important than this similarity, however, are the differences between the 
various conceptualizations of commitment. These differences involve the 
psychological state reflected in commitment, the antecedent conditions 
leading to its development. and the behaviours (other than remaining) 
that are expected to result from commitment" (p. 1). 
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2. Psychological Attachment 
O'Reilly and Chatman (1986) chose, in their research of 
organizational commitment, to concentrate on the underlying dimensions 
of psychological attachment. Critical of the lack of consensus on a single 
definition of organizational commitment, they identified the failing as one 
of researchers to not "differentiate carefully among the antecedents and 
consequences of commitment on the one hand, and the basis for 
attachment on the other" (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986, p. 492). A review 
of the literature and the overview presented earlier provide support of 
this criticism. "Although numerous differences in the approach to 
commitment research exist, a central theme that continues to appear is 
the individual's psychological attachment to an organization-the 
psychological bond linking the individual and the organization .. .it is the 
psychological attachment that seems to be the construct of common 
interest." (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986, p. 492). O'Reilly and Chatman 
( 1986) chose instead to defme organizational commitment in terms of the 
feelings of attachment that a member has for his/her organization and 
the extent to which the characteristics or views of the organization are 
intemalized by an individual member of the organization. The 
psychological construct of psychological attachment, according to 
O'Reilly and Chatman (1986) has three dimensions to it: compliance (with 
the expectation that complying with organizational requirements will 
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produce rewards), identification (fanning an affiliation with, and placing 
value on being a member of, the organization) and internalization (finding 
a commonality among one's own and the organization's values). 
O'Reilly and Chatman were critical of earlier models of OC because they 
appeared to 'miss' the full importance of the psychological underpinning. 
For example, in reviewing the operational definition of OC proposed by 
Mowday, Porter & Steers (1982) there was acknowledgement that the 
first component of their definition had value but that the second two 
components fell short of the mark. "Whereas the first component [belief 
in an organization's goals and values] is focused on the psychological 
basis for attachment, the latter two [willingness to exert considerable 
effort on behalf of the organization, and, a desire to maintain 
organizational membership] are likely consequences of commitment. not 
antecedents" (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986, p 497). 
Moving beyond the stay-or-leave decision, the degree of 
psychological attachment a member has for the organization can be an 
important asset to the organization. "A failure to develop this 
psychological attachment among members may require the organization 
to bear the increased costs associated with more detailed and 
sophisticated control systems" (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986, p. 493). This 
work was instrumental in moving toward a more focused look at 
commitment within organizations and the impact of having (or 
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consequences of not having) committed members. O'Reilly & Chatman's 
( 1986) findings were such that they suggested " ... that the basis for one's 
commitment may be related to positive manifestations of involvement 
such as voluntary participation and contributions beyond those narrowly 
required by the job [prosocial organizational behaviors], as well as a 
reduced tendency to leave the organization" (p. 498). Additionally, they 
were able to conclude that the variation in the nature of a member's 
psychological attachment could be distinguished by-way-of that 
member's behavior and attitude (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986). 
3. Prosocial Organizational Behavior 
A key fmding from the psychological attachment work is the 
relationship between psychological attachment and prosocial 
organizational behaviors. Defmed earlier, prosocial behaviors are efforts 
and behaviors that are 'above and beyond' those ordinarily required by 
an organizational member's role specification or description; the next 
section will provide a detailed discussion of prosocial behaviors and 
'organizational citizenship behavior' (a subset of prosocial behavior). 
Considering the three dimensions of psychological attachment: 
compliance, identification and internalization, Harris, et al. ( 1993) found 
that "intemalization and identification are often indistinguishable, both 
in terms of psychometrics of the PAI [Psychological Attachment 
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Instrument developed by O'Reilley and Chatman] and in their 
relationship to other variables of interest. .. compliance seems to have 
relationships with several variables opposite of those of identification and 
internalization, suggesting that identification and internalization reflect 
attachment that is in some sense fundamentally counter to that reflected 
by compliance ... [and] ... unlike compliance, internalization and 
identification are associated with extrarole, prosocial behaviors. This 
suggests that organizational members who identify with the organization 
and have internalized its values are more likely to do it without having to 
be cajoled" (p. 460}. How important is it to have members who are 
willing to go the extra mile, to take ownership or to take the initiative to 
make things better (especially, when they don't have to be prompted, 
directed or requested to do so}? From an organizational perspective it is 
~ important; it is crucial. This type of relationship between member 
and organization is a powerful one and, in many ways much more critical 
than whether or not a member chooses to stay or leave. Organizations 
most often are seeking out members who are active contributors, not just 
passive participants. The results of the work by Harris, et al. ( 1993) 
provide some significant insights and provide " ... additional evidence that 
psychological attachment influences extrarole [prosocial] behaviors. This 
line of research seems to hold promise. Our study demonstrates that 
individuals' psychological attachments are reflected in their preferences 
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regarding organizationally relevant issues. The implication is clear: The 
nature of an individual's psychological attachment to an organization 
may influence his or her preferred solution to organizational problems" 
(p. 478). 
Brief and Motowidlo (1986), have conducted an extensive review of 
prosocial organizational behavior. In that review, they cite one 
component from Katz's ( 1964) 3-component model of organizational 
effectiveness as "behaviors that go beyond specified role requirements"; 
examples provided include: " ... behaviors such as cooperating with 
coworkers, taking action when necessary to protect the organization from 
unexpected danger, suggesting ways to improve the organization. 
deliberate self-development and preparation for higher levels of 
organizational responsibility, and speaking favorably about the 
organization to outsiders" (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986, p. 710). A look at 
prosocial behavior then allows us to look beyond membership intentions 
(staying or leaving). beyond identification with. or beliefs in an 
organization, and at something very different from an affective 
connection or attachment to an organization. Prosocial behavior is a 
class of overt, measurable actions by an organizational member. "Acts 
such as helping, sharing, donating, cooperating, and volunteering are 
forms of prosocial behavior. They are positive social acts carried out to 
produce and maintain the well-being and integrity of others" (Brief & 
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Motowidlo, 1986, p. 710). Prosocial behaviors on the part of an 
organization's membership have the potential for accruing great benefits 
to the organization. Prosocial behavior within organizations are 
" ... clearly vital for organizational survival, yet difficult or impossible to 
prescribe as part of an individual's formal job and role requirements" 
(Brief & Motowidlo, 1986, p. 710). Operationally defined, a prosocial 
behavior must meet all of the following criteria: it must be performed by 
an organizational member, performed while carrying-out regular role 
responsibilities, directed to benefit the organization (or a subset thereof: 
for example, another member or workgroup within the organization) and 
executed with the intent of bettering the target at which the behavior is 
directed (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986). 
A cautionary note is warranted here. Prosocial behavior is 
descriptive of a broad class of behaviors. Brief and Motowidlo ( 1986) 
identify a distinction between prosocial behavior which is functional (vs. 
dysfunctional), or in concert with, the goals and objectives of the 
organization. "The organization is more likely to thrive when its members 
cooperate with each other, act to protect the organization from 
unanticipated hazards, speak favorably about the organization to others, 
and so forth, because these behaviors enhance the organization's ability 
to survive and reach its goals" (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986, p. 711). 
Dysfunctional prosocial behavior can have an opposite, more destructive 
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efTect on the organization. "There are other expressions of prosocial 
behavior, though, that can detract from organizational effectiveness. For 
example, organizational members who help co-workers achieve personal 
goals that are inconsistent with organizational objectives. who 
deliberately falsify records to protect others from deserved organizational 
censure, or who render services to clients in ways contrary to 
organizational interests are performing prosocial acts but not in ways 
that contribute to organizational success. In fact, such acts often make 
it more difficult for the organization to be effective" (Brief & Motowidlo, 
1986, p. 711). For example, while providing outstanding customer 
service to a customer may be highly desirable, extending outlandish 
discounts to win the favor of customers may be actually detrimental to 
the organization. An additional distinction is made between in-role, 
prosocial behaviors (within the purview of the role requirements) for 
example, the responsibility for a customer service representative to be 
helpful and courteous to customers, and "extra-role" (Katz, 1964) 
prosocial behavior. Extra-role, prosocial behaviors are "positive social 
acts which are not formally specified role requirements: they are not 
specifically assigned to individuals as activities to be performed as part of 
the job ... extra-role prosocial behavior can be either functional or 
dysfunctional" (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986, p. 712). A final distinction has 
been made between prosocial behavior directed toward an individual and 
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that directed toward the organization as a whole (Brief & Motowidlo, 
1986); in other words, behavior that carries with it the intent of 
benefiting the overall organization verses that that is intended to be 
beneficial to a member of the organization, for example, a co-worker. 
And the consequences of prosocial behavior? Functional prosocial 
behavior can result in positive consequences for the organization 
including " ... (a) more effective job performance, if organizational 
members perform the prosocial role requirements of their own jobs or if 
they help other individuals perform their jobs more effectively, (b) 
improved communication and coordination between individuals and 
units, if prosocial acts toward individuals foster more interpersonal trust 
and understanding, (c) improved job satisfaction and morale among 
persons who have been treated prosocially by others, (d) improved 
satisfaction of customers and clients, which might incline them to return 
to the same organization later for other products or services, and (e) 
improved organizational efficiency in general, if people act prosocially 
toward the organization with commitment, good citizenship, and 
responsible dissent" (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986, p. 716). On the flip-side, 
dysfunctional prosocial behavior can negatively affect job performance, 
personnel decisions and organizational efficiency (Brief & Motowidlo, 
1986); these same researchers offer a warning with regard to making 
decisions about what is good or bad: ''There is a temptation to view 
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prosocial as good and antisocial as bad. It would be a mistake, however, 
to design administrative and organizational interventions exclusively 
around a vague sense that all types of prosocial behavior are good and, 
therefore, should be encouraged in work organizations. Prosocial acts 
directed toward individuals are not necessarily in the best interest of the 
organization. Yet, in many ways, some kinds of prosocial behavior are 
eminently desirable. They reflect a humane concern for conditions of 
work, a sensitivity and consideration for individual welfare, and a more 
profound dedication to organization obJectives than can be stipulated in 
any job description" (p. 721}. 
4. Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
Bolon ( 1997} defines as a subset of prosocial behavior the class of 
behaviors referred to as organizational citizenship behavior (Bateman & 
Organ 1983; Smith, Organ & Near, 1983} or behavior that is functionally 
prosocial, outside of assigned, formal responsibility (extra-role} and 
directed at either individuals within the organization or, more globally, at 
the entire organization. That directed toward individuals is a class of 
citizenship behavior referred to as altruism " ... a class of helping behavior 
aimed directly at specific persons"; that described as "a more impersonal 
sort of conscientiousness, more of a 'good soldier' or 'good citizen' 
syndrome of doing things that are 'right and proper' but for the sake of 
the system rather than for specific persons" is a class identified as 
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general compliance (Smith, Organ & Near, 1983, p. 589). Organizational 
citizenship behavior, operationally defined as extra-role, functionally 
prosocial behavior intended to create positive benefit (either to the whole 
or some part of, the organization) looks to be an important and relevant 
construct for further examination (particularly with regard to its 
relationship with discretionary effort). 
B. Major Research Question 
"What relationships exist in the test-case organizations between 
organizational commitment (OC}, psychological attachment (PA}, 
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and discretionary effort (DE)? 
C. Hypotheses 
The central motivation behind this current research project is to 
establish the theoretical integration of discretionary effort with other, 
relevant constructs that have already proven to be of value in the study 
of organizations. Specifically, this study seeks to establish the nature of 
the relationship, if any, that exists between discretionary effort and 
organizational commitment (OC). psychological attachment (PA) and 
prosocial behavior (specifically. organizational citizenship behavior, or 
OCB). Figure 3 is a visual representation of the hypotheses set forth for 
the present investigation. 
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Hypothesis 1: Discretionary effort (DE) will be positively 
correlated with organizational commitment (OC). 
Commiunent measured by: 
Commiunent measured by: 
Prosocial behavior as measured 
by: 
An extensive review of the organizational commitment literature 
was presented earlier. There was, initially, some question as to whether 
a specific examination of OC would be beneficial or whether limiting the 
examination to the psychological attachment (PA) component of 
commitment would be more suitable. Mter consideration, it was decided 
that for purposes of this inquiry, the construct of OC will be included 
and represented by the measurement (of behavior and attitude) from 
Fink's (1992) work. Specifically relevant to the current inquiry, from this 
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work, is the measurement of commitment to the organization, though the 
Commitment Diagnosis Instrument will be used in its entirety (including 
the additional measures of commitment to work and commitment to co-
worker). This approach is attractive for the current undertaking for a 
number of reasons but particularly because of how the CDI was 
developed (grounded in reality from the input of practicing managers) 
and because it will allow for the data to be analyzed in a number of 
interesting ways (analyzing commitment overall, as well as having the 
opportunity to segregate by either commitment to work, to co-worker or 
to organization). 
Hypothesis 2: Discretionary effort (DE) will be positively 
correlated with psychological attachment (PA). 
One of the more pivotal and significant steps taken to better 
understand the nature of organizational commitment evolved from the 
work of O'Reilley and Chatman (1986). The construct of psychological 
attachment became the central measure in their research of the effects of 
commitment on prosocial behavior. Their contention was that the 
psychological attachment that an individual had to an organization was 
based on three, distinct foundations: (a) compliance (involvement in 
exchange for rewards), (b) identification (involvement to fulfill the need 
for affiliation), and (c) internalization (involvement based on a sharing of 
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values) (O'Reilley & Chatman, 1986). The purpose of their 1986 work 
was to successfully develop a tool to measure commitment (via the 
psychological foundations of compliance, identification and 
intemalization) and secondly, to examine the relationship between these 
foundations and in-role and extra-role (prosocial or citizenship) behavior. 
In two studies intended to investigate the relationship between the 
dimensions of commitment and in-role and extra-role behavior, O'Reilley 
and Chatman developed the PAl (Psychological Attachment Instrument) 
used as a self-measurement to assess compliance, identification and 
intemalization and a second tool (consisting of 7 items), which measured 
in-role and extra-role behavior (self-assessment format). From the 
findings of the study they were able to conclude that psychological 
commitment to an organization is based on at least three dimensions 
(those that they were studying): compliance, identification and 
intemalization. Additionally, findings suggested that critical voluntary 
behaviors (those that are extra-role and discretionary in nature) are 
strongly related to identification and intemalization (and unrelated to 
instrumental involvement). 
It would follow then, that using the PAl to measure psychological 
attachment in examining the relationship between PA and DE is an 
appropriate course of action to take. . The research findings from 
O'Reilley and Chatman's (1986) work help to better refme Hypothesis 2. 
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The PAl will be used in its entirety however, it is expected that the 
positive correlation between DE and PA will be observable for the 
identification and internalization dimensions of the P AI only. 
Hypothesis 3: Discretionary effort (DE) will be positively 
correlated with organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). 
At around the same time that Yankelovich and lmmerwahr (1983) 
were developing their report on restoring America's competitive vitality 
(and coining the phrase discretionary ejfortj, Smith, Organ and Near 
( 1983) were beginning a revitalized dialogue focused on organizational 
citizenship behavior. "Substantively, citizenship behaviors are important 
because they lubricate the social machinery of the organization. They 
provide the flexibility needed to work through many unforeseen 
contingencies; they enable participants to cope with the otherwise 
awesome condition of interdependence on each other" (Smith, Organ & 
Near, 1983, p 654). 
The discussion of organizational citizenship behavior, provided in 
this work, articulates the 'connectedness' between OCB and 
discretionary effort ... the former being a class of behavior encompassed 
by the latter. "Because citizenship behavior goes beyond formal role 
requirement, it is not easily enforced by the threat of sanctions. 
Furthermore, much of what we call citizenship behavior is not easily 
56 
govemed by individual incentive schemes, because such behavior is often 
subtle, difficult to measure, may contribute more to others' performance 
than one's own, and may even have the effect of sacrificing some portion 
of one's immediate individual output. To be sure, frequent acts of 
citizenship behavior will often be noted by organization officials (e.g., 
supervisors), and undoubtedly this has some influence on subjective 
appraisals of individual performance. But given the infrequency and 
unsystematic nature of most appraisal systems, coupled with the fact 
that many supervisors have limited control over formal rewards, it seems 
unlikely that most of the variance in 'good citizen' behavior is explained 
by the calculated anticipation that they will pay off in largesse for the 
person" (Smith, Organ & Near, 1983, p 654). 
For purposes of this study, the construct of OCB will be measured 
using O'Reilley and Chatman's (1986) second tool from their research 
investigation of the relationship between dimensions of commitment 
(measured by the PAl) and in-role and extra-role (citizenship) behavior. 
This instrument has sufficient strength, statistically, and the self-
assessment format is consistent with the overall formatting of the 
research tool. 
Hypothesis 4: The results of this study will closely replicate 
Yankelovich and Immerwahr's (1983) findings for the measure 
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of discretionary effort; if levels of discretionary effort have 
changed at all over the course of time since 1983, the levels 
will have declined. 
The last hypothesis addresses specifically, the outcome measures 
for discretionary effort as a stand-alone construct. One of the reasons 
for placing importance on this current inquiry is because of the 
opportunity that it presents to revisit the assessment of levels of 
discretionary effort conducted in 1983 by Yankelovich and ImmeiWahr. 
The lack of comparative data for discretionary effort for today's 
workplaces contributes to an incomplete picture of the current employee-
employer relationship. So much energy has been expended to assess 
this relationship by way of examining commitment, attachment and 
extra-role behavior. This snap-shot of discretionary effort, considered 
along with other indicators, will help immensely in determining the true 
state of the relationship that is of such central interest. 
An earlier discussion (Chapter 1) was presented in an attempt to 
predict how comparative measures of discretionary effort might look 
today if an assessment were conducted. After presenting a picture of the 
dynamics present in today's workplaces, a conclusion was being 
developed; it is revisited here: ''The fundamental relationship between 
employer and employee may be in peril ... All considered, there does 
appear to be enough evidence existing to support, as plausible, the 
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argument that employees are not (for any number of reasons) putting 
their best effort into their work" (Chapter 1, p. 9). Later in this same 
discussion, Hypothesis 4 is essentially formulated: "Lack of specific, 
comparative discretionary effort data (since the time of Y ankelovich and 
Immerwahr's research in 1983) does not diminish this researcher's 
motivation for pursuing the topic now. In fact, today's work climate 
indicators lend credibility to the hypothesis that, since 1983, expenditure 
of discretionary effort remains at low levels and perhaps, has even 
declined. The lack of current, comparative data makes an inquiry into 
discretionary effort, now, even more important" (Chapter 1. p. 12). The 
research instrument designed to measure DE incorporates items from 
the original 1983 Public Agenda survey; thus, a direct comparison and 
analysis of results will be possible. 
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology 
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A. Purpose 
In most workplace organizations, the combined costs of salaries, benefits 
and training rank as either the greatest or second largest single 
operating expense. The withholding of energy and effort on the part of 
organizational members is inflating operational costs and adversely 
affecting productivity and creativity. The purpose of this study is to 
better understand the nature of the relationship between member and 
organization ... between employee and employer. The construct of 
discretionary effort will be examined in light of other established 
constructs that have been the focus of inquiry for at least a couple of 
decades. The discretionary effort construct will be developed and tested 
to determine its value in helping to better understand the dynamics of 
today's workplace organizations. 
B. Test Case Organizations 
Participants in this study were solicited from private-sector, business 
organizations. The organizations cooperating were selected from small 
businesses or from smaller business units of larger companies in 
northern New England who volunteered to participate after reviewing a 
summary description of the project. Company A is a small (140 
employee). new, entrepreneurial, manufacturing organization. The 
company had been in business less than 3 years at the time of 
participation. It was intended that the initial group of participants 
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(N=30) from Company A would be identified for participation in a pilot 
study. The pilot study was conducted with the intent of establishing 
construct validity (through factor analysis) and alpha-reliability of the 
measures (and the instrument) used; more details about the pilot study 
are presented in the Data Analysis section. Company B (N= 113) is a 
local division of a large, multi-site, manufacturing company. The division 
is non-unionized and has been a long-term employer in the local area. 
Company C is a local division of a large news publication company. The 
group selected for participation by Company C was their exempt, 
management group (N=50). 
C. Study Sample 
Sample size for the study was projected to be at least 125 participants; a 
sample size of 30 was projected for the pilot study. Actual sample size 
was a total of 212 participants; there were 30 pilot study participants 
and 182 participants in the major study. Numbers and demographics 
are presented in Appendix A for each of the participating organizations. 
Of the 212 participants, just over 41% were salaried employees. 
Participants were predominately Caucasian (88%) and over half of 
participants were males (66%). Age distribution of participants 
resembled a normal distribution curve with 40% falling between the ages 
of 36 and 45 years, 27% falling between the ages of 46 and 55 years and 
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23% falling between the ages of 26 and 35 years. Close to 60% of 
participants had high school diplomas and almost 28% had college 
degrees. For Company A, in business for less than 3 years, the majority 
of participants (82%) had service time of greater than l and less than 3 
years. In the other two companies, more than one-third of participants 
had between l 0 and less than 20 years of service. The next largest 
groups were those with service time between 5 and less than l 0 years 
(20%) and then those with between l and less than 3 years (18%). 
D. Study Instruments 
The instruments utilized in the study are listed in Figure 4. (Study 
hypotheses and instruments) which presents the hypotheses, variables 
and instruments. These instruments have been combined into one 
single instrument, the Workplace Questionnaire, by randomly 
distributing the collection of all items throughout the one, study 
instrument; refer to Appendix B. 
15-Item Discretionary Effort Questionnaire: This instrument is a 
collection of items ( 10 of which were developed; 5 of which carne from 
existing tools) that appeared, from a face-validity standpoint, to represent 
an appropriate operationalization of the discretionary effort construct as 
defined in this study. Of these 15 items, 2 items carne directly from the 
survey tool used by Y ankelovich and Irnmerwahr ( 1983) to measure 
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discretionary effort. Three (3} items came from Benkoffs ( 1997) 'hard 
work' scale (coefficient alpha of the 'hard work' scale: .45). 
Figure 4. Study hypotheses and instruments 
Hypotheses Variables Instruments 
l. Discretionary Effort (DE) will be DE 15-Item Discretionary Effort Questionnaire 
positively correlated with Organizational 
Commitment (OC) oc 30-Item Commitment Diagnosis Instrument (CDI) 
~. Discretionary Effort (DE) will be DE 15 Item Discretionary Effort Questionnaire 
positively correlated with Psychological 
Attachment (PA) PA 12-Item Psychological Attachment Instrument 
3. Discretionary Effort (DE) will be DE 15-Item Discretionary Effort Questionnaire 
positively correlated with Organizational 
ritizenship Behavior (OCB) OCB 17-Item Intrarole and Extrarole Dimensions Scale 
r4· The results of this study will closely 
eplicate Yankelovich & lmmerwahr' s DE 15 Item Discretionary Effort Questionnaire (2 
(1983) findings; if levels ofDE have items from Public Agenda Survey) 
changed at all over the course of time since 
1983, the levels will have declined. 
30-Item Commitment Diagnosis Instrument (CDI): Developed by Fink 
( 1992} from the input gained from managers enrolled in business 
classes, the CDI yielded an internal consistency rating of .81 (obtained in 
a split-half test} and later, a split-half correlation of .80 was obtained by 
testing the responses of a random selection of 100 subjects. In tests of 
internal consistency completed among the 3 categories (commitment to 
work, to co-worker and, to the organization} and for each category with 
the total score, all correlations yielded were significant. Refer to 
Appendix C. 
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12-ltem Psychological Attachment Instrument: Developed by O'Reilley 
and Chatman ( 1986) originally from a collection of 21 items thought to 
measure compliance, identification and internalization, the PAl was 
analyzed by way of a principal component analysis with a varimax 
rotation. Results from this investigation showed 3 factors emerging 
(representing compliance, identification and intemalization) from 12 of 
the 21 items with varimax factor loadings for these 12 items ranging 
between .32 and .88. The PAl is presented in Table 8 of the Results 
section. 
7-Item Intrarole and Extrarole Dimensions Scale: O'Reilley and Chatman 
(1986) developed this scale using a set of 11 self-report items from earlier 
work by Smith et al ( 1983). This set of items was postulated to be 
reflective of two behavioral dimensions: intrarole (those that were part of 
the job) and extrarole (those that were prosocial and beyond the scope 
set forth by the job description). O'Reilley and Chatman (1986) subjected 
the 11 items to a principal component analysis with a varimax rotation. 
Seven (7) of the 11 items successfully loaded on the 2 dimensions. 
Varimax factor loadings for these 7 items ranged from .35 to . 77. The 




l. Data Collection 
a. Using a regional membership list of human 
resources/ organizational development professionals, solicitation 
for organizations to participate in the study was made by way of 
electronic mail. An Executive Summary of the research project 
was attached to the e-mail which included an introduction, 
project description, methodology overview, description of 
organizations targeted for participation, a projected timeframe, 
names/positions of the research overview committee 
(dissertation committee) and contact information for the 
researcher I doctoral candidate. 
b. Responses from organizations which indicated an interest in 
participating (or in learning more about participation) were 
followed up on with phone calls and electronic mail messages. 
Briefmg sessions were conducted on -site at these organizations 
to review, again, the details regarding project participation. The 
nature of the research (as a doctoral dissertation project), 
university requirements for participant consent forms and the 
nature and scope of feedback to be expected by participating 
organizations were all discussed in detail. Sample consent 
forms were shared. 
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c. For the organizations that indicated a continued interest in 
participating, data collection (questionnaire administration) 
schedules were established. Two data collection methods were 
employed. One method was by way of a traditional, pencil-and-
paper questionnaire. The other method utilized an electronic 
data collection system. In both instances, introductory 
communications were made to potential participants (advising 
them that the organization was going to be participating in a 
workplace questionnaire project, requesting identified 
organization members to participant and, sharing information 
about the data collection method and timeframe). Pencil-and-
paper questionnaires were administered in groups by the 
researcher. Participants were briefed regarding the research 
project (collecting data about their thoughts about their jobs, 
co-workers and organizations) and introduced to the research 
instrument (Workplace Questionnaire) with specific instructions 
for participation (refer to Appendix B). Electronic 
questionnaires were available to participants on a link (website) 
that was attached to an electronic mail message. Logging on to 
the link brought the participant to a set of instructions and 
then to the Workplace Questionnaire site. Responding to items 
on the questionnaire was done by selecting from response 
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options presented on a pull-down menu. Samples of the e-mail 
message, introductions, instructions and electronic 
questionnaire format are presented in Appendix D. 
Regardless of administration (pencil-and-paper or electronic), 
informed consent was obtained from all participants; a sample 
Informed Consent form is included as Appendix E. 
d. Response data (demographics as well as the responses on the 
64 questionnaire items) were collected from each completed 
questionnaire and entered into an electronic spreadsheet either 
electronically (via input from the web link) or manually, by the 
researcher (from the pencil-and-paper copies). Over 40% of all 
responses were collected electronically; Company B used the 
manual collection method exclusively; Company A and 
Company C used the electronic collection method almost 
exclusively. 
2. Data Analysis 
a. Pilot Study: A pilot study (N=30) was conducted for the purpose 
of analyzing the construct validity of the Discretionary Effort 
Scale. A principal components analysis with varimax rotation 
was used to investigate the construct validity and 
dimensionality of the DES. As shown in Table l, in the factor 
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analysis of the DES (roots> 1.0). three (3) principal components 
emerged. Eleven (11) of the 15 items had strong loadings on 
one of the three factors. A twelfth item had a weaker, but 
nonetheless, greater than .400 loading. Three (3) items had 
loadings of greater than .400 on two factors. Items numbered 
8,9, 10 and 13 clustered together and had strong loadings (. 720-
.783). Items numbered 3,4,5,12 and 15 had strong loading 
(.560 - .924) and emerged as a second, distinct factor. Items 
numbered 7 and 11 had strong factor loadings on a third factor. 
An examination of the items and loadings appeared to point to 
Factor 1 (items 8,9,10,13) as representing an organization-
referenced measure of discretionary effort (effort directed toward 
benefiting the organization) and to Factor 2 (items 3,4,5, 12, 15) 
as representing a self-referenced measure of discretionary effort 
(assessing individual effort in relation to capacity or potential). 
Despite the strength of loadings for two items (items 7, 11) on 
Factor 3, it was not clear what this factor (and these items) 
represented. These results were encouraging and the construct 
validity of the instrument merited a continuation of the project 
and data collection. 
b. Major Study: Data were collected from 212 participants from 
across the populations of Companies A. Band C. The data 
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Table 1. DES (Pilot Study) Principal components analysis with varimax rotation 
(Roots > 1.0) 
Discretionary Effort Scale Items Factor I Factor 
2 
1. I avoid taking on additional duties and responsibilities at work. .581 .418 
2. Basically, I am an employee like everybody else: What counts .423 -.038 
is not getting under stress so that I do not get overworked. 
3. I am performing_ m_y job to my full capacity. .058 .924 
4. I am working as hard as I am able to at my job. .058 .873 
5. I could increase my effort at work quite significantly. -1.298E-8 .783 
6. I put a great deal of effort into my job over and above what is .660 .513 
required. 
7. On a regular basis, I put into my job only the amount of effort -.173 -.033 
required to keep me from getting tired or disciplined. 
8. On a regular basis, I spend a fair amount of time thinking .771 -.062 
about how to improve things at work. 
9. On a regular basis, I spend extra-effort to benefit my .720 .001 
organization. 
10. On a regular basis, I spend extra-effort on behalf of my co- .783 -.097 
workers which results in benefits to my organization. 
II. I expend extra effort on behalf of my organization to help us .368 .029 
avoid incurrin_g unnecessary costs. 
12. If you really wanted to, how much do you think you could -.120 
I 
.560 
improve your own effectiveness on the job, by a little, say I 
about 10%, by a great deal, like being twice as effective I 
as you are now, or something in between? 
13. How much effort do you put into your job beyond what is .754 .113 
required- a great deal, some, or ve!)' little? 
14. Which of these four opinions do you agree with most? .451 .432 
"I put myself out in my work and I often do more than is 
demanded of me. My job is so important to me that I 
sacrifice much for it." 
"All in all I enjoy my work and every now and then I do 
more than is required. But this should not be a permanent 
situation." 
"In my job I do what is demanded of me. Nobody can 
criticize me there. But I cannot see why I should exert 
extra effort beyond that." 
"I often have to force myself to go to work. I therefore 
only do what is absolutely necessary." 
15.Considering my abilities, skills, and talents, right now I am .076 .852 
putting into my job about--'* of my available effort. 
Less than 25% 
More than 25% but less than 50'1( 
More than 50% but less than 75% 
More than 75% but less than 859< 



















were formatted and then analyzed (via multiple-regression 
analysis) with discretionary effort (DE) as the dependent variable. 
Data were analyzed to determine the significance levels of 
hypothesized inter-correlations and the significance levels of 
relationships between the independent variables (OC, PA, OCB) 
and DE. Results from the analysis are presented in Chapter 4. 
E. Research Timeline 
1. Final Research Proposal submitted 
to SED Research Review Board ................................ May, 2000 
2. Conduct Pilot Study: analyze results ........................ July, 2000 
3. Conduct Major Study .................................. August, Sept. 2000 
4. Analyze and document results and 
implication of findings .......................................... October 2000 
5. Provide feedback to participating 
organizations and participants ......................... November, 2000 
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Chapter 4: Results 
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Discretionary Effort Scale: Construct Validity 
A principal components analysis with varimax rotation (roots> 1.0) 
was performed on the total data set (N= 212 and is inclusive of the pilot 
study data) to determine the construct validity and dimensionality of the 
DES. Table 2 presents the results of the analysis. As with the test of 
construct validity for the pilot data only, three (3) principal components 
emerged. 
loadings. 
There was some shift of items, however, from the original 
Four items (items 8,9, 10, 13) clustered together again with 
strong factor loadings; as well, three additional items (items 6, 11, 14) had 
strong loadings on this same factor. Two of the three new items (items 
6, 14) previously had multiple loadings on two factors in the pilot data 
analysis; the third new item (item 11) had previously loaded on a 
different factor in the pilot data analysis. For these seven items, factor 
loadings ranged from .527 - . 795. Items numbered 3 & 4 again clustered 
together with loadings of .827 and .830, respectively; however, in the 
analysis of the data from the full study, they emerged together 
exclusively. Clustering together again were items numbered 5 & 12 but 
this time, item 7 also loaded on this same factor (factor loadings ranged 
from .539 - . 724). For this same factor, items 1 & 2 had loadings of .436 
and 434, respectively, however both relationships were weakened by 
competing, concurrent loadings on other factors. Item 15 failed to load 
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conclusively on any factor. 
T bl 2 DES (N ? 12) P . .h a e -- nnctpa components anatysts wtt vanmax rotatton ( R oot:, > 1 0 . ) 
Discretionary Effort Scale Items Extra- Factor i In-Role 
Role 2 I DE 
DE i 
1. I avoid takin_g on additional duties and responsibilities at work. .369 -.162 .436 
2. Basically, I am an employee like everybody else: What counts .157 -.554 .434 
is not getting under stress so that I do not get overworked. 
3. I am performing my job to my full capacity. .073 .827 .137 
4. I am working as hard as I am able to at myjob. .114 .830 -l.351E-5 
5. I could increase my effort at work quite significantly. -.074 .146 .724 
6. I put a great deal of effort into my job over and above what is .653 .355 -.039 
required. 
7. On a regular basis, I put into my job only the amount of effort .230 -.170 .626 
required to keep me from getting fired or disciplined. 
8. On a regular basis, I spend a fair amount of time thinking about .676 .046 -.067 
how to improve things at work. 
9. On a regular basis, I spend extra-effort to benefit my .795 .004 -.078 
organization. 
10. On a regular basis, I spend extra-effort on behalf of my co- .712 -.001 -.137 
workers which results in benefits to my organization. 
11. I expend extra effort on behalf of my organization to help us .527 .038 .086 
avoid incurring unnecessary costs. 
12. If you really wanted to, how much do you think you could -.310 .341 .539 
improve your own effectiveness on the job, by a little, say 
about 10%, by a great deal, like being twice as effective as 
you are now, or something in between? 
13. How much effort do you put into your job beyond what is .677 -.090 .045 
required- a great deal, some, or very little? 
14. Which of these four opinions do you agree with most? .579 -.056 .212 
"I put myself out in my work and I often do more than is 
demanded of me. My job is so important to me that I 
sacrifice much for it." 
"All in all I enjoy my work and every now and then I do 
more than is required. But this should not be a permanent 
situation." 
"In my job I do what is demanded of me. Nobody can 
criticize me there. But I cannot see why I should exert 
extra effort beyond that." 
"I often have to force myself to go to work. I therefore 
only do what is absolutely necessary." 
15. Considering my abilities, skills. and talents, right now I am putting .371 .322 .282 
into my job about __ % of my available effort. I 
Less than 25% 
I More than 25% but less than 50% 
More than 50% but less than 75% 
More than 75% but less than 85% 
Mort than 85% 
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A content review of the items across the three dimensions allowed 
for a much clearer definition of the dimensions. The dimension earlier 
defined as being the organization-referenced discretionary effort now 
more definitively emerged as the extra-role discretionary effort (refer to 
Table 2). A second dimension emerged to represent in-role discretionary 
effort (see again Table 2). Together these two dimensions appeared to 
represent and measure that which is measurable and which 
operationally defmes DE. The third factor identified by the clustering of 
items 3 and 4 revealed a couple of things: first, item 3, 'I am performing 
my job to my full capacity' and, item 4, 'I am working as hard as I am 
able to at my job' appear to be, essentially, the same statement. 
Secondly, they both seem to be measuring performance vs. capacity. 
While the distribution of responses on these items may be of interest, 
this dimension does not appear to add significant value in terms of the 
goal of this project: to measure and better understand the nature of DE. 
Given the preliminary results of the principal components analysis. 
a refmed analysis was run. Five items were excluded: weaker items 
which loaded on more than one factor (items 1 & 2), the two duplicative 
items measuring performance vs. capacity (items 3 & 4), and item 15 
which failed to load conclusively on any factor, were dropped. The 
oblique reference structure results (roots> 1.0) from this refmed principal 
components analysis with varimax rotation are presented in Table 3. 
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Only two factors with roots greater than 1.0 emerged. 
Table 3. DES (N=212) Refined principal components analysis with varimax rotation 
(Roots > 1.0) 
Discretionary Effort Scale Items Extra-
Role 
DE 
1. I could increase my effort at work quite significantly. .001 
2. I put a great deal of effort into my job over and above what is .754 
required. 
3. On a regular basis, I put into my job only the amount of effort .250 
required to keei>_ me from getting fired or disciplined. 
4. On a regular basis, I spend a fair amount of time thinking about .715 
how to improve things at work. 
5. On a regular basis, I spend extra-effort to benefit my .822 
organization. 
6. On a regular basis, I spend extra-effort on behalf of my co- .722 
workers which results in benefits to my organization. 
7. I expend extra effort on behalf of my organization to help us .557 
avoid incurring_ unnecessary_ costs. 
8. If you really wanted to, how much do you think you could -.216 
improve your own effectiveness on the job, by a little, say 
about 10%, by a great deal, like being twice as effective as· 
you are now, or somethingin between? 
9. How much effort do you put into your job beyond what is .701 
required- a great deal, some, or very little? 
10. Which of these four opinions do you agree with most? .615 
"I put myself out in my work and I often do more than is 
demanded of me. My job is so important to me that I 
sacrifice much for it." 
"All in all I enjoy my work and every now and then I do 
more than is required. But this should not be a permanent 
situation." 
"In my job I do what is demanded of me. Nobody can 
criticize me there. But I cannot see why I should exert 
extra effort beyond that." 
"I often have to force myself to go to work. I therefore 













Loadings were defmitive and strong for the two dimensions and 
consistent with the preliminary analysis; seven items loaded on the extra 
role discretionary effort dimension (loading ranged between .557 and 
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.822) and three items loaded on the in role discretionary effort dimension 
(loading ranged between .618 and . 783). To further test the construct 
validity of the revised, ten-item Discretionary Effort Scale, correlation 
coefficients were calculated for each dimension with the total scale and 
between the two dimensions; the correlation matrix is presented in Table 
4. All correlations were significant (p < .0001). 
Table 4. DES (N=212) correlation matrix 
Discretionary DE Extra- DE In-role 
Effort Total role 
Discretionary 1.000* .919* .672* 
Effort Total 
DE Extra-role .919* 1.000* .325* 
DE In-role .672* .325* 1.000* 
*p<.0001 
Results Related to Hypothesis 1: 
As presented earlier, the central motivation behind this study was 
to establish the theoretical integration of DE with other, relevant 
constructs that have already proven to be of value in studying 
organizations. Hypothesis 1 stated: discretionary effort (DE) will be 
positively correlated with organizational commitment (OC). Fink's (1992) 
CDI (Commitment Diagnosis Instrument) was utilized as the measure of 
OC. In testing the construct validity of the CDI, Fink performed a split-
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half reliability test and, subsequently, analyzed the relationship among 
the CDI dimensions (commitment to work, to co-worker and to 
organization) with each other and then, each dimension to the whole 
instrument. Split half tests yielded reliability of 0.81 for the Fink's pilot 
study and, later using a random sub-sample from the main study, a split 
half reliability of 0.80 was obtained. The correlation matrix among CDI 
dimensions and for each dimension with the whole instrument yielded 
correlations that all were significant. The relationships were strongest 
for corrunitment to work and corrunitment to organization; relationships 
between corrunitment to co-worker and the other dimensions were 
significant but not as strong. In retesting the construct validity of the 
CDI in the present study (using the entire database), a split half test 
yielded reliability results comparable to that of Fink (1992) specifically, 
reliability of 0.80. Table 5 presents the results of a correlation matrix 
among CDI dimensions and for each dimension with the total instrument 
(also using the entire database of the current study); all values were 
significant. The same pattem of strength in relationships (strongest for 
the work and organization dimensions and not as strong for the co-
worker dimension) emerged. 
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Table 5. CDI (N=212) correlation matrix 
CDI Total Work Co-Worker Organization 
CDI Total 1.000* 868* 805* .906* 
Work .868* 1.000* .533* .697* 
Co-Worker .805* .533* 1.000* .603* 
Organization .906* .697* .603* 1.000* 
*p<.OOOl 
Results generally support Hypothesis 1. Table 6 presents results 
from simple regression analyses in which discretionary effort, DE Total 
was the identified dependent variable and OC (organizational 
commitment), PA (psychological attachment) and OCB (organizational 
citizenship behavior) each were identified as independent variables. DE 
Total is a 10-item score which combines both factors/dimensions: extra 
role DE and in role DE. 
Results in Table 6 also include outcomes from simple regression 
analyses in which extra role DE (ERDE) and then, in role DE (IRDE), 
served as dependent variables with the same independent variables (OC, 
PA, OCB). Correlation coefficients were significant for both the DE Total 
and the OC relationship as well as for the ERDE dimension and OC 
relationship; not significant was the correlation coefficient for the 
relationship between IRDE dimension and OC. 
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Table 6. Simple regression analysis, DE with OC, PA and OCB as independent variables 
Independent Variable Discretionary Extra-role In-role 
Effort DE DE 
Total 
Org. Commitment (OC) .742** 1.00** .131 
Psych. Attachment (P A) .549** .628** .363* 
Org. Citizen. 




In Table 7, the results of a more extensive analysis are presented. 
In this table are the results of multiple regression analyses for DE Total, 
ERDE and IRDE, each as dependent variables with the component 
dimensions of OC (work, organization and co-workers). PA (identification, 
intemalization and compliance) and OCB (extra role and intrarole) as 
independent variables. Significant relationships were found for DE Total 
and OC Work, DE Total and OC Organization, ERDE and OC Work, for 
ERDE and OC Organization, and for IRDE and OC Work. The Co-worker 
dimension of OC was not found to have any significant relationships with 
any of the OC dimensions. 
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Table 7. Multiple regression analysis, DE with OC, PA and OCB components as 
independent variables 
Independent Variable Discretionary 
Effort 
Total 
OC: Work .366** 
OC: Or~anization .368** 
OC: Co-worker -.072 
PA: Identification .291 ** 
P A: Internalization -.002 
PA: Compliance .302** 
OCB: Extra role .234** 
OCB: lntrarole .308* 













There was general support in the results to support Hypothesis 2: 
DE will be positively correlated with psychological attachment (PA). The 
Psychological Attachment Instrument (PAl), developed originally by 
O'Reilley and Chatman (1986) was used to measure psychological 
attachment (PA). Reduced from an original composition of 21 items, the 
tool evolved to a 12-item scale used by O'Reilley and Chatman to 
measure three dimensions of PA: compliance, identification and 
internalization; varimax factor loadings for the 12-item scale ranged 
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between .32 and .88. Subsequently, Harris (1993) modified the scale to 
accommodate a shift in factor loadings; three items actually loaded 
differently on the dimension from the original work. Results of the factor 
analysis conducted for this study data are presented in Table 8. Varimax 
factor loadings for three dimensions ranged from .407 to .915. Results 
from the present study indicate another shift in factor loadings for 
several items when compared to O'Reilley and Chatman's scale. In fact, 
the present results do not differentiate between the PA dimensions of 
intemalization and identification. Harris, et al ( 1993) found factor 
analysis results that were similar: item 8 loaded on the intemalization 
dimension as did items 1-5; items 6 & 7 loaded on a second dimension 
(identification) with loadings of .60 and .61 respectively although both of 
these items also had strong loadings (.53 and .51, respectively) on the 
intemalization dimension. Harris found items 9 & 10 to load on the 
same dimension (compliance) and consistent with our fmdings. Items 11 
& 12 loaded on the identification dimension for Harris; in the present 
study item 11 loaded on the compliance dimension while item 12 loaded 
on a third, unidentified dimension. No adjustments were made in the 
data analysis to accommodate these discrepant findings, however, these 
findings will be discussed in more detail later. 
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Table 8. Psychological Attachment Inventory principal components analysis with varimax rotation 
Psychological Attachment Item PAl Factor Factor Factor 
Dimension I 2 3 
I. If the values of this organization were Internalization .582 -.064 -.256 
different, I would not be as attached to it. 
2. Since joining this organization, my Internalization .739 -.034 .099 
personal values and those of the 
organization have become more similar. 
3. The reason I prefer this organization to Internalization .834 .056 -.085 
other organizations is because of what it 
stands for, its values. 
4. My attachment to this organization to Internalization .817 -.183 .070 
this organization is primarily based on the 
similarity of my values and those 
reQfesented by_ the organization. 
5. What this organization stands for is Internalization .688 .106 -.118 
important to me. 
6. I feel a sense of "ownership" for this Identification .730 .199 -.153 
organization rather than being just an 
employee. 
7. I am proud to tell others that I am a Identification .785 .043 -.020 
part of this organization. 
8. I talk up this organization to my Identification .601 .131 .020 
friends as a great organization to work 
for. 
9. My private views about this Compliance .253 .724 .018 
organization are different than those I 
express publicly. 
10. In order for me to get rewarded Compliance -.281 .823 .005 
around here, it is necessary to express the 
right attitude. 
11. Unless I'm rewarded for it in some Compliance .084 .407 -.354 
way, I see no reason to expend extra 
effort on behalf of this org_anization. 
12. How hard I work for the organization Compliance 3.739E .001 .915 
is directly linked to how much I am -4 
rewarded. 
In Table 9, the correlation coefficients for DE Total, ERDE and 
INDE demonstrate significant correlations with PA. A look at the 
component dimensions of PA (identification, intemalization and 
compliance) and their relationship with DE yielded results that were 
inconsistent with expectations. It had been further hypothesized that 
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' 
the relationship between DE and FA would be observable for the 
identification and internalization dimensions only (and not for the 
compliance dimension). Results yielded significant correlations between 
DE Total and FA-identification and DE Total and FA-compliance. The 
extra role effort, ERDE, significantly correlated with FA-identification and 
the in role DE dimension, IRDE, correlates with the FA-compliance 
dimension (p < .001). The analysis of the FA-internalization dimension 
yielded no significant correlations. These results will be reviewed and 
discussed in detail in the next chapter. 
Table 9. Regression analyses: DE, PA (simple regression) and DE, PA-identification, PA-internalization, 
PA-compliance (multiple regression) 
Independent Variable Discretionary Extra-role In-role 
Effort DE DE 
Total 
Psych. Attachment (P A) .549** .628** .363* 
PA: Identification .291 ** .407** .020 
PA: Internalization -.002 -.002 -.003 
PA: Compliance .302** .166 .620** 
*p=.0001 
**p<.0001 
Results Related to Hypothesis 3: 
Hypothesis 3: discretionary effort (DE) will be positively correlated 
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with organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), was generally supported 
by the results of the study. O'Reilley and Chatman's ( 1986) tool for 
measuring in-role and extra-role behavior was used to measure OCB in 
this study. Eleven original self-report items were reduced to 7 items and 
loaded unambiguously on two factors: intrarole behaviors and extra role 
behaviors. Using the current study data, these items were subjected to a 
principal components analysis with varimax rotation; results are 
displayed in Table 10. The 4 items representing extra role behaviors and 
the 3 items representing intrarole behaviors loaded consistently with 
O'Reilley and Chatman's (1986) original scale. In the results presented 
in Table 11, a significant relationship was found to exist between OCB 
and the overall measure of DE (DE Total). As well, a significant 
relationship was documented between the OCB measure and ERDE, but 
not for IRDE. In the more detailed analysis, OCB-extra role was found to 
be significantly correlated with both the DE Total and ERDE measure (p 
< .0001). Also significant was the correlation between OCB-intrarole and 
ERDE (p < .0001), and with DE Total (p < .0002). No relationship was 
found to exist between OCB and IRDE. 
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Table 10. Intrarole/Extrarole Dimensions principal components analysis with varimax rotation 
Intrarole!Extrarole Dimensions Item Dimension Factor Factor 
1 2 
1. I participate in planning and organizing Extrarole .742 .005 
social events at work (e.g. staff parties). 
2. I make suggestions to improve the Extrarole .732 .007 
organization. 
3. I attend functions that are not required, but Extrarole .774 -.055 
that help the organizations image. 
4. I volunteer for tasks that are not required. Extrarole .832 -.018 
5. I work a full eight-hour shift (or a full shift Intrarole 9.759E-5 .856 
if part-time). 
6. I complete my assigned duties on time. Intrarole -.169 .817 
7. I comply with the rules and regulations of Intrarole .115 .764 
this organization. 
Table 11. Regression analyses: DE, OCB (simple regression analysis) and DE, OCB/Extra-role and 
OCB/Intrarole (multiple regression analysis) 
Independent Variable Discretionary Extra-role In-role 
Effort DE DE 
Total 
OCB: Extra role .234** .293** .096 
OCB: Intrarole .308* .386** .125 





Results Related to Hypothesis 4: 
There appears to be general support of hypothesis 4. The fourth 
hypothesis of the study specifically stated that: the results of this study 
will closely replicate Yankelovich and lmmeiWahr's (1983) findings for 
their measure of discretionruy effort; additionally. it was hypothesized 
that if levels of discretionruy effort have changed at all over the course of 
time since 1983, the levels will have declined. 
The relevant comparative data to prove/disprove this hypothesis 
come down to an analysis of the responses on 2 items from the 
Workplace Questionnaire (items 8 & 9 in the 10 item questionnaire tool 
presented in Table 3). The comparative DE data (Yankelovich and 
lmmeiWahr, 1983 and current results) are drawn from the analysis of 
responses on these 2 items; refer to Table 12. The proportion of 
respondents identifying themselves as 'working at their full potential' has 
actually decreased (from 22% of respondents in 1983 to 15% of 
respondents in 2000). Respondents 'admitting to investing only the 
amount of effort needed to keep their jobs' (combining responses on item 
9 from all respondents answering 'some', 'little' or 'none') has increased 
slightly (from 44% in 1983 to 48% in the 2000 data). Respondents who 
admit that they 'could be more effective in their work than they were 
currently' (those responding to item 8 with either 'great deal', 'by a little' 
or 'something in between') rose by 1% from 75% (then) to 76% (in current 
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results). 
A more detailed discussion and analysis of all of these results 
follows in the next chapter. 
Table 12. Historical comparative data 1983 v. 2000 
o/o Responding o/o Responding 
Question/Item 1983 2000 
1. I f you really wanted to, how much do you 
think you could improve your own 
effectiveness on the job, by a little, say 
about 10%, by a great del, like being twice 
as effective as you are now, or something 
in between? 
• By a little 38% 29% 
• By a great deal 12% 15% 
• Something in-between 26% 32% 
• Already as effective as I can be 22% 15% 
• Not sure/don't know 2% 9% 
2. How much effort do you put into your job 
beyond what is required-a great deal, some, 
or very little? 
• Great deal 55% 49% 
• Some 35% 40% 
• Only a little 7% 7% 
• None 2% 1% 
• Not sure/don't know 1% 3$ 
N= 845 213 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
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It was hoped that an examination of the construct of discretionary 
effort would help contribute to a better understanding of the relationship 
and dynamic that exists between work organization members and their 
respective organizations. Further, it was generally hoped that a measure 
of discretionary effort would prove to be valuable in the analysis of this 
very critical relationship. The results of this study provide evidence that 
DE holds promise as an organizational construct and that the DE Scale 
is, indeed, a measure of discretionary effort as it has been operationally 
defmed for purposes of this inquiry. This study, however, has taken just 
one of at least a few steps needed to determine what the DE construct 
can actually deliver in terms of helping to facilitate positive change in the 
employee-employer dynamic. In this section, the conceptual framework 
for DE will be revisited and employed to help facilitate a better 
understanding of the more detailed discussion of results that follows 
later. The central research question will be examined and answered as 
results are organized and discussed. Some of the original expectations 
tumed out to be proven true; other results, however, were contrary to 
expectations. There were several limitations to the present study; these 
will be identified and discussed. Lastly, implications for future inquires 
will be presented. 
Revisiting the Conceptual Framework 
It is important, here, to restate the author's operational definition 
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of discretionary effort as effort controlled by the organizational member, 
beyond that level of effort demanded by minimal, formal role requirements, 
which is expended to benefit the organization (and consistent with the 
organization's values and rules) and generally requiring of the member 
both behavioral and cognitive energy. Organizational members who 
choose not to exert effort to the level of minimal, formal role 
requirements ordinarily lose their membership ... short and simple. 
Exerting effort beyond this basic output level involves exerting 
discretionary effort. To the extent that the effort is directed toward the 
end of fully performing role requirements, the individual is exerting what 
now can be referred to as in-role discretionary effort (In-role DE, or 
IRDE). Expenditure of effort, regardless of extent, beyond that level 
required to fully meet role requirements constitutes extra-role 
discretionary effort (Extra-role DE, or ERDE). Figure 4 is a modified 
version of a figure from the Conceptual Framework section of Chapter l. 
In it, minimal role requirements (In Role Required Work Effort), 
discretionary effort exercised within role specifications (In Role 
Discretionary Work Effort), effort exerted beyond that required to fully 
perform formal role requirements (Extra Role Expended Work Effort) and 
the reserve (or unexpended effort which is left over) of effort (Extra Role 
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The purpose of this study was two-fold: first, to identify traditional 
organizational measures which might succeed in assessing DE as it has 
been operationally defined, and then, (borrowing from Yankelovich and 
Immerwahr's work, and, in conjunction with several additional items 
appearing to have value for validly measuring DE) second, to administer 
the evolved scale (DE Scale) and determine the scope and nature of the 
relationships existing, if any, between DE and the selected independent 
variables (organizational commitment, psychological attachment and 
organizational citizenship behavior). 
Two key questions led to the identification of the traditional 
measures to be employed in an attempt to measure DE. The first: To 
what extent is the organizational member attached to the organization and 
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inclined to exert effort to benefit the organization? The literature search 
pointed toward a measure of organizational commitment. A review of 
research of OC pointed to selection of Fink's ( 1993) Commitment 
Diagnostic Instrument (CDI); of particular relevance was the commitment 
to organization subscale though the accompanying, two subscales were 
also administered. Additionally, O'Reilley and Chatmat's (1986) 
identification of psychological attachment as the underlying construct in 
common to the bulk of the inquires into OC, made their PAl 
(Psychological Attachment Inventory) appear to be an appropriate choice, 
also, as a traditional research tool to be utilized in this study. The PAl's 
internalization and identification subscales, when utilized in earlier, 
research, demonstrated reliability in relationships with 'prosocial' and 
'extra-role' behavior; the third subscale, compliance, was also included 
but of less interest and relevance. 
The second key question influencing the selection of existing tools 
for use in this project was: To what extent is the member willing to exert 
effort beyond that required by the formal role specification? Again, a tool 
developed by O'Reilley and Chatman ( 1983) and used in conjunction with 
the PAl appeared to be a good choice. For measuring organizational 
citizenship behavior (OCB). it was this tool, the Intrarole/Extrarole 
Dimensions Scale (O'Reilley and Chatman, 1986) that was selected. Of 
particular interest were the items representing the extrarole dimension; 
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this dimension is what had specific relevance to measuring OCB. The 
intrarole dimension items, however, were also included in the study 
instrument, the Workplace Questionnaire. 
Reviewing the Central Research Question: 
The major research question motivating this current research is as 
follows: "What relationships exist in the test -case organizations between 
organizational commitment (OC). psychological attachment (PA), 
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and discretionary effort (DE)?" 
In short, the answer to the question is: "Positive relationships exist 
between the dependent variable (DE) and each of the independent 
variables (OC, PA and OCB)." The short answer, however, fails to 
uncover the nature and strength of these relationships and it is these 
finer details which provide the best insight into the value of measuring 
DE. 
The results of this study do establish and provide evidence of 
general relationships existing between DE and more traditional 
measures. Stepping back and examining the key relationships that exist 
serves to confirm, generally, all of the hypothesized relationships set 
forward at the start of this project. There is a positive relationship 
between discretionary effort and organizational commitment; in fact, the 
strongest relationship between DE and an independent variable is that 
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with OC (.742, p<.OOOl). The strength of this relationship is surpassed 
only by the relationship between OC and the Extra-role DE dimension of 
DE (1.000, p<.OOOl). 
The feelings of attachment that an individual has for his or her 
organization (psychological attachment or, PA), are positively related to 
discretionary effort (.549, p<.OOOl). Slightly stronger is the relationship 
between PA and the Extra-role DE dimension (.628, p<.0001). While also 
significant, the In-role DE dimension and PA relationship is, however, 
weaker (.363, p=.0001). A positive relationship was found between DE 
and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) with a coefficient of .467 
(p<.0001). Somewhat stronger was the Extra-role DE relationship with 
OCB (.585, p<.OOO 1). Each of the independent variables has at least two. 
component dimensions; it is the analysis of the relationships in place 
between DE and these dimensions that offers the greatest detail of how 
DE relates to the more extensively researched organizational measures. 
That analysis follows. 
Organizational Commitment 
The most extensive discussion in the introductory chapter focused 
on organizational commitment and, appropriately so. given the 
extraordinary number and type of inquiries with this construct as a 
focus. In Fink's ( 1992) work, using the Commitment Diagnosis 
Instrument (CDI), employees' commitment to the organization was 
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measured as one of three key commitment dimensions. The appeal in 
utilizing the CDI in this research was, primarily, because of the inclusion 
of this commitment to organization dimension and the hypothesized 
relationship between organizational commitment and discretionary effort. 
The CDI also measures commitment to work and commitment to co-
workers. 
Earlier research examining employee or organizational 
commitment produced results that were inconsistent and inconclusive 
due to the fact that commitment was being differentially defined and 
measured. In developing the CDI, Fink asked managers to identify what 
they would expect to see employees doing (or not doing) and saying (or 
not saying) which would indicate an identification with their 
organization, co-workers and work. Ten 'markers' of identification with 
their organization emerged and are presented in Figure 6. 
Many of these attributes generally characterize employee behavior 
that is proactive and requiring of extra -effort beyond that needed to fulfill 
job requirements (for example, seeking information about overall 
organizational performance, paying attention to work flow outside of 
department boundaries, casting the organization is an ideal light, etc.). 
Still others require, of organizational members, extra emotional 
investment in the organization (for example, taking pleasure in the 
organization's successes, sensing congruency between personal and 
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Figure 6. Attributes of Fink's commitment to organization dimension of the CD! 
• Taking pleasure in the successes of the organization 
• Seeking information on how the organization is doing overall 
• Seeing the organization's goals as congruent with one's own goals . 
• Knowing how one's own work contributes to the total effort 
• Paying attention to the work flow beyond departmental lines 
• Feeling defensive when someone criticizes one's organization 
• Letting organizational priorities take precedent over departmental 
• Not seeing other organizations as "greener pastures" 
• Tending to cast one's own organization in an ideal light 
• Feeling strongly about the behavior of the organization's CEO 
organizational goals, defending the organization from criticism, etc.}. 
Not surprisingly then, results indicated that the strongest positive 
relationship exists between the commitment to the organization dimension 
of the CDI and the Extra-role DE dimension (.467, p<.OOOl}. Consistent 
with these fmdings, the same extra-effort relationship exists between 
commitment to work (CDI dimension} and Extra-role DE (.389, p<.OOOl}. 
Upon further examination, attributes assigned to the commitment to work 
dimension include, again, exertion of extra effort (for example, thinking 
about work when away from work, making constant effort to improve 
skills, shutting out distractions in order to concentrate on work, etc.}. as 
well as making an emotional investment into work (for example, taking 
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pride in the quality of one's work, becoming absorbed in one's own work, 
finding great enjoyment in one's work, etc.). 
Some of the characteristics for this dimension are, upon 
examination, also descriptive of an individual focused on putting effort 
into fulfilling job requirement, for example: not watching the clock, not 
sensing that the workday is endless and finding work to be its own 
reward, etc. The commitment to work dimension, also then not 
surprisingly, had a significant and positive relationship with In-role DE. 
No evidence of a relationship was found to exist between DE and the 
commitment to co-worker dimension. These results are consistent with 
Fink's finding that " ... commitment to one's co-worker tends to be a more 
independent category of commitment than the other two" (Fink, 1992, p. 
40). Essentially, results appear to indicate that exertion of discretionary 
effort (in-role or extra-role) is independent of the nature of relationships 
with co-workers. 
Psychological Attachment 
Critical of the earlier research approaches to studying 
organizational commitment, O'Reilley and Chatman { 1986) chose to 
examine what they considered to be the most critical aspect of 
commitment ... that being the underlying dimension of psychological 
attachment. They operationally defined psychological attachment as the 
psychological connection, which bonds an individual to their 
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organization. Three dimensions of attachment were highlighted: 
compliance- complying with the organization's requirements in 
anticipation of being rewarded for this behavior. identification- valuing 
membership in the organization, and internalization- sharing of values 
with the organization (O'Reilley & Chatman, 1986). O'Reilley and 
Chatman developed the PAl (Psychological Attachment Inventory) to 
measure levels of psychological attachment. 
Factor loadings for the PAl dimensions (compliance, identification 
and internalization) have demonstrated instability with subsequent use 
of the tool. Harris, et al (1993), summarized the limited fmdings 
regarding the dimensionality and relationship of PAl dimensions to other 
variables (leading up to their 1993 study) in this way: "First. 
internalization and identification are often indistinguishable, both in 
terms of the psychometrics of the PAl and in their relationships to other 
variables of interest. Second, compliance seems to have relationships 
with several variables opposite those of identification and internalization, 
suggesting that identification and internalization reflect attachment that 
is in some sense fundamentally counter to that reflected by compliance. 
Third, unlike compliance, internalization and identification are 
associated with extrarole, prosocial behaviors. This suggests that 
organizational members who identify with the organization and have 
internalized its values are more likely to go beyond the call of duty when 
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needed and are more likely to do it without having to be cajoled" (Harris, 
et al, 1993). 
The results of the 1993 Harris study provided support for the 
original, three-dimension model of psychological attachment in the PAl 
though intemalization and identification were highly correlated. In that 
study, the researchers were interested in determining the nature of 
relationships between psychological attachment and job characteristics, 
attitudes and preferences for newcomer development. One intention of 
the study was to look at the relationships intemalization and 
identification had with constructs that researchers anticipated being 
more sensitive to an internalization - identification distinction. 
Reviewing their results, they concluded that 'organizational 
context' might explain either the differentiation between intemalization 
and identification (in new or changing organizations) or the close 
alignment of the two dimensions (or even collapse from two to a single 
dimension) in more stable organizations. Further, in analyzing correlates 
with the PAl dimensions, positive relationships were found for 
intemalization and identification with job level, job autonomy. job 
involvement and satisfaction; compliance related positively with turnover 
intention (Harris, et al, 1993). 
When looking at their respondents' preferences regarding 
developmental strategies to be used in a management development 
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program, these researchers anticipated that the nature of respondents' 
own psychological attachment would predictably influence preferences: 
compliance was expected to relate to strategies that were reward, 
instrumental, and role-based; internalization was expected to be most 
strongly related to strategies emphasizing the core values of the 
organization; and, identification was expected to have the highest level of 
association with strategies emphasizing group affiliation. Results 
supported these expectations. "The nature of an individual's 
psychological attachment to an organization may influence his or her 
preferred solution to organizational problems. People seem to prefer 
solutions that engender or perpetuate circumstances consistent with the 
nature of their attachment" (Harris, et al, 1993, p. 4 78). They concluded 
that internalization and identification were related to a more positive 
form of attachment and compliance was related to a more negative form 
of attachment. 
Results from this current study contribute further evidence to the 
instability of the PAl; these results are consistent with earlier findings 
that also were unsuccessful in supporting three dimensions among the 
12-items in the PAl. Principal component analysis of the PAl was unable 
to differentiate between internalization and identification. A departure 
from earlier findings, in the current results, identification was related to 
Extra-role DE (.407, p<.001) however, internalization failed to 
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significantly demonstrate a relationship with any variable. 
The intemalization items in the PAl focus on a congruency between 
individual and organizational values (for example: "If the values of this 
organization were different, I would not be as attached to it" and "The 
reason I prefer this organization to other organizations is because of 
what it stands for, its values", etc.). Current results suggest this 
dimension to be independent of (and perhaps, of less importance to) in-
role or extra-role discretionary effort despite the finding that congruency 
of individual and organizational goals was one facet of the commitment to 
organization dimension (for which a strong and positive relationship was 
established with Extra-role DE). 
The relationship between identification and Extra-role DE is 
consistent with the fmdings from the 1993 Harris study and provides 
further evidence that identification has a strong relationship to behaviors 
that are extra-role or prosocial in nature. The items in this dimension 
reflect 'ownership' in, and 'pride' in, and 'talking-up' the organization and 
emphasize a focus on group affiliation. Not too dissimilar from items in 
the identification dimension of PA are the items comprising dimensions 
in the CDI (commitment to organization and commitment to work) for 
which there were significant relationships with Extra-role DE. The 
nature of these items from the PAl reflect organization members taking a 
'stance' on behalf of their organization- a stance that is demanding of 
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extra effort but not necessarily required by the job duty specifications. 
In fact, an organizational member could still demonstrate an effort level 
consistent with fully meeting job responsibilities without necessarily 
exerting the level of effort required by this level of identification with their 
organization. 
Let's consider, just briefly, the 'organizational context' explanation 
presented earlier from the study conducted by Harris, et al ( 1993). 
Essentially, the suggestion was that a clearer differentiation among the 
intemalization and identification of PA would be found in new or 
changing organizations. In the current study, approximately one-quarter 
of participants were from a new and evolving organization, another one-
quarter of participants came from an organization experiencing strong 
business success but also experiencing employee morale negatively 
affected by outstanding and unresolved labor issues. The third (and 
largest) population of participants (constituting roughly one-half of study 
participants) was from a work organization characterized by a key 
company official as one that was undergoing many changes. Results 
from the current study, given the preceding sample population 
descriptions above, would weaken confidence in the 'organizational 
context' assertion. These results, in fact, would suggest the reverse 
dynamic: in new or changing organizations the intemalization and 
identification may likely be less differentiated from each other or may 
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even merge into one, single dimension (as happened in this instance). 
Lastly, the relationship between the compliance dimension and 
DE (.302, p<.OOOl for DE Total and, .620, p<.OOOl for In-role DE) were 
not anticipated. Instead, it was expected that PA-compliance and DE 
would not be related at all. Such an expectation was supported by both 
O'Reilley and Chatman's (1986) and Harris, et al's (1993) work. A closer 
examination, however, of the PA-compliance items that comprise this 
dimension may offer a plausible explanation of this relationship 
(particularly for the strong, positive relationship with In-role DE). Three 
out of four of the items emphasize an effort and reward dynamic (for 
example, "Unless I am rewarded .. .! see no reason to expend extra 
effort ... " and "How hard I work. . .is directly linked to how much I am 
rewarded", etc.). The fourth item investigates a public versus private 
opinion dynamic (regarding the member's organization). A look at the In-
role DE dimension reveals a general theme of assessing and/ or 
calibrating the amount of effort being invested into the job: "I could 
increase my effort at work quite significantly', for example. This same 
calibration of effort is found in the instrumental balancing between effort 
and reward strongly reflected in the PA-compliance component. It 
appears that the significant, positive relationship between compliance 
and In-role DE may be explained by this calibration of effort. This 
explanation provides an altemative to compliance being necessarily 
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associated with a negative type of psychological attachment. As well, this 
proposition provides an alternative to compliance having associations 
with variables that are opposite those associated with internalization and 
identification. Significant evidence (including this study's results) 
suggest that the compliance dimension identifies attachment that is 
instrumental, reward-based and role-focused. This type of elementary 
and basic attachment may indeed be an integral building block 
necessary for expenditure of in-role, discretionary effort. 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) embodies acts by an 
organizational member that are outside of formal role responsibilities and 
directed at other members (or more globally, at the entire organization) 
for the purpose of creating a benefit to the organization. Organizational 
citizenship behavior, as it is defmed, is a class of discretionary effort. 
Results support the hypothesized significant relationship between 
DE and OCB (.467, p<.OOOl). O'Reilly and Chatman's (1986) scale for 
measuring OCB, the Intrarole/Extrarole Dimension scale includes four 
items (extrarole) intended to represent behaviors for which organizational 
members receive no immediate reward. These behaviors of planning and 
organizing social events, making suggestions for improvements, attending 
functions that are not mandatory and volunteering for tasks clearly 
appear to represent behaviors requiring the expenditure of discretionary 
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effort. 
The remaining three items comprising the scale, in contrast to the 
other four, represent behavior that is required by the job: working a full 
eight hours, completing assigned duties on time and complying with 
rules and regulations. Essentially, these behaviors, although part of a 
scale intended to measure OCB, do not represent behavior consistent 
with the definition of organizational citizenship behavior; these behaviors 
are not 'outside' formal role responsibilities. 
In a more detailed analysis of the relationship between DE and 
OCB, the OCB-extrarole dimension demonstrated a significant 
relationship with Extra-role DE (.293, p <.000 1) and no relationship with 
In-role DE. What was uncharacteristic and inconsistent with the greater 
body of results was the significant relationship that was demonstrated 
between the OCB-intrarole dimension and Extra-role DE; again, results 
indicated no relationship to exist between OCB-intrarole and In-role DE. 
Theses specific results create more questions than they do provide 
answers and invite further inquiry. 
Comparison with Historical Data 
Daniel Y ankelovich and John Immerwahr were the first to capture 
the phrase 'discretionary effort'. In their Public Agenda Report exploring 
the state of the work ethic in America, they were able to document 
interesting, and in some instances, disturbing trends. Actually, two 
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parallel trends were discovered. Independence and autonomy, what 
Yankelovich and Immerwahr called 'jobholder discretion' had noticeably 
increased in American workplaces. At the same time, concurrent with 
increasing jobholder discretion was an apparent withholding of available 
work effort. In the three year study, respondents admitted to investing 
only the amount of effort required to keep their jobs (44%) and only a 
small proportion claimed to be working at their full potential (22%); three 
quarters of respondents admitted that they could be much more effective 
in their work than their current performance level demonstrated 
(Yankelovich & Immerwahr, 1983, p. 2). It was these specific findings 
that sparked this researcher's interest in investigating 'discretionary 
effort'. 
Without the availability of any comparative, DE data, other 
relevant research fmdings (which would shed light on the current state of 
the employer - employee relationship) were considered. The picture 
painted by these fmdings indicated a likelihood that levels of effort being 
expended in today's workplace probably were similar to the levels 
reflected in the 1983 findings. In fact, intuitively, it seemed that if the 
levels of effort had changed at all, they would be lower than before. 
Results confmned the expectation that not much had changed 
since the early 80's. Current fmdings support the following statements: 
Almost half of respondents (48%) are investing into their job little-to-no 
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effort beyond what is absolutely required of them. Better than three-
quarters of all respondents acknowledge that there is opportunity to 
perform their jobs more effectively. Those work organization members 
working at full capacity, given the self-report of respondents, is less than 
one out of five (15%). 
To this researcher, these fmdings have not lost their impact to 
produce a response of shock and dismay. The productivity and 
organizational implications of these fmdings are huge. Clearly, there is a 
withholding of energy and effort on the part of workplace members. If 
accurately represented by this sample of the workforce, the current 
situation cannot help but to exert negative effects on bottom lines 
(profitability, efficiency and any other type of desired, measurable 
outcomes) everywhere. 
Post hoc Analysis 
Taking a more global view of the results of the study, there were a 
couple of fmdings that drew the researcher's interest back for some 
further analysis. The first was with regard to the factor analysis results 
obtained on the PAl; refer back to the results related to Hypothesis 2 and 
the outcome of the principal component analysis for the PAl presented in 
Table 8 (p 81). There was some curiosity as to whether or not repeated 
regression analyses using a two vs. three factor PAl (collapsing 
intemalization and identification into one dimension) and making 
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adjustments accordingly with the factor loadings in Table 8 would make 
any significant difference in the nature or strength of the relationships 
discovered. Those adjustments were made in a post hoc analysis only to 
discover that the resulting relationships were relatively unchanged (not 
significantly changed). 
Although not of particular relevance to the focus of this study, 
another area of interest developed after results were considered. That 
area of interest related to the demographic data collected from each 
participant completing a Workplace Questionnaire. In particular, the 
researcher wished to know whether or not there was any significant 
differences to be found in comparing mean DE Scale scores across the 
various classes and categories of demographic data. It was expected that 
if any significant differences were to be found, they were likely to be 
found between the classes of autonomy afforded to the different job 
categories. Specifically, higher levels of DE were expected to be found in 
jobs affording more independence and autonomy: that is to say, salaried 
participants were expected to have higher DE scores than non-salaried or 
hourly workers. 
A post hoc analysis of variance was conducted to compare DE 
Scale scores between subjects across a number of demographic factors. 
The results of this analysis are presented in Table 13. Analysis was 
made of DE Scale scores between participants on the basis of job 
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category (salaried vs. hourly), on the basis of gender (male vs. female). on 
the basis of time with the organization, age and education level. The 
results of the analysis indicated a significant difference for only one 
class, that being, for job type. As anticipated, salaried employees had 
significantly higher DE scores than their hourly counterparts. 
Table 13. Post hoc demographic analysis of DE scores 








< 25 Years 3.79 
26-35 Years 4.07 
36-45 Years 4.10 
46-55 Years 4.33 
>55 Years 4.48 
SERVICE TIME CLASS 
< 1 Year 4.30 
1<3 Years 4.42 
3<5 Years 3.90 
5<10 Years 3.94 
10<20 Years 3.97 
> 20 Years 4.29 
EDUCATION CLASS 
Grade School Incomplete 3.45 
Grade School Complete 4.13 
High School Complete 4.01 
College Complete 4.53 
Grad/Prof School Complete 4.43 
*Significant difference in means (p< .0001) 
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Limitations of the Study 
The first of its type and scope to focus an inquiry on the construct 
of discretionary effort, this study does have limitations. The most 
obvious involve the small sample size and limited ability of that sample 
to come close to fully representing the broad spectrum of organizations 
and organization members. The sample size of 212 makes it difficult to 
deliver results that can be generalized too far beyond the small slice of 
organizations represented by participants. The fact that participating 
organizations are in northem New England and primarily representing 
manufacturing organizations limits generalization of results across 
organizational sectors and across other geographic areas. The racial/ 
ethnic diversity of participants (primarily Caucasian) is another limiting 
factor. Not represented in the study's sample, at all, are any 
organizational members represented by a third-party bargaining unit. 
The Discretionary Effort Scale was originally developed as a 15-
item scale. In the process of insuring appropriate levels of intemal 
consistency within the instrument, the scale was reduced to 10-items. 
Of the two dimensions, one (the In-role DE factor) is represented by only 
three component items. The limited scope of this one dimension then, 
necessarily limits the level of confidence to be placed on findings 
generated from use of this dimension. 
It was stated earlier that this study is only one step in a series of at 
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least a few critical steps moving toward establishing DE as a helpful 
construct for facilitating positive, organizational change. As the first step 
in a sequence of work toward that end, it is not surprising that the 
fmdings of this study do little to offer practical applications or solutions 
to those individuals responsible for managing organizational change. 
The results do not identify prescriptive interventions for organizations 
based on certain outcomes on measures of DE. Promises were not made 
along these lines so there was no inherent failure to deliver solutions; 
nonetheless, the lack of findings for purposes of practical application is a 
limitation of this initial research effort. 
Implications for Future Inquiries 
There is no shortage of opportunities to expand upon the basic 
work represented in this research project. Replication of this study 
design might employ larger and more diverse samples of participants and 
of participating organizations. Inclusion of geographically diverse 
populations and expanding the sample to include union members would 
be recommended. 
The Discretionary Effort Scale might be revised and re-tested so as 
to expand the number of items in each of the dimensions but 
particularly, expansion of the In-role DE dimension to greater than just 
three items would certainly seem to be a worthwhile investment. 
With regard to measures of DE and organizational commitment. 
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the results of this study would indicate that additional inquiry into the 
specific dynamic between DE and relationship with co-workers is needed. 
The results of this study found no relationship to exist between an 
individual's level of DE and his/her relationship with co-workers. Given 
all of the current and continuing focus on building work teams within 
organizations, and given what would seem to be an intuitive, positive 
connection between teamwork and DE, future research might target 
inquiry in this area. Perhaps refming the definition of 'co-worker' into 
either 'team member' or 'work associate' would create more of a 
differentiation of type of co-worker and allow for a better picture of the 
dynamics at work. 
Despite mixed outcomes, the PAl seems to have value as an 
organizational assessment tool. The internalization and identification 
dimensions, in particular, need additional attention and further 
refinement. The 'organizational context' influence on these dimensions, 
at least in this study, did not hold true. With regard to the compliance 
dimension, these current results indicated a relationship between 
compliance and In-role DE. This researcher has suggested a connection 
between the two that is related to a calibration of effort. While plausible, 
this particular relationship is an interesting one and one appearing to be 
worthy of additional investigation. 
Lastly, it is important for further work investigating DE to keep a 
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focus on evolving practical applications for the DE knowledge base that 
is being built. The most intriguing aspect of discretionary effort, for this 
researcher, is figuring out the factors that encourage expenditure of 
effort and energy that is, right now and to a significant degree, 
deliberately being withheld. The research ultimately needs to lead to 
some insights into the differences between workplace organizations that 
are high output DE workplaces and those that are not. It is unlocking 
those factors that will ultimately be of value, hopefully, to those of us 
who hold responsibility for helping to shape and improve performance in 
workplaces. 
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Appendix A. Study sample demographics 
Descriptor Com_l)any A Company B Company C 
Participants 49 113 50 
Salaried 29 9 50 
Non-Salaried 20 104 0 
Males/Females 33/16 74/39 32118 
Ethnicity 88% Caucasian 82% Caucasian 100% Caucasian 
AGE 
< 25 Years .06 .22 .00 
26-35 Years .35 .42 .12 
36-45 Years .37 .23 .38 
46-55 Years .18 .04 .44 
>55 Years .04 .09 .06 
TIME WITH COMPANY 
< 1 Year .18 .07 .14 
1<3 Years .82 .19 .14 
3<5 Years .00 .09 .08 I 
5<10 Years .00 .18 .24 
10<20 Years .00 .39 .22 
> 20 Years .00 .08 .18 
EDUCATION 
Grade School Incomplete .02 .03 .00 
Grade School Complete .00 .06 .00 
High School Complete .51 .79 .24 
College Complete .39 .10 .58 




Appendix B. Workplace Questionnaire 
I become absorbed in my work to the point where I shut out everything else. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 l 2 3 4 5 6 
(2.) I am aware of how my co-workers are doing. (2CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 l 2 3 4 5 6 
(3.) If the values of this organization were different, I would not be as attached to 
this organization. (lPIT) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(4.) I avoid taking on additional duties and responsibilities at work. (3DE) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(5.) I feel pleased to learn about my organization's achievements. (3CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(6.) I pay attention to how my organization is doing overall. (6CDI) 
Not True At All Verv True 
0 l 2 3 4 5 6 
(7.) Since joining this organization. my personal values and those of the organization 
have become more similar. (2PIT) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 l 2 3 4 5 6 
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Appendix B. Workplace Questionnaire 
(8.) Basically. I am an employee like everybody else: What counts is not getting under 
stress so that I do not get overworked. (4DE) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(9.) I am ready to help my co-workers when they need it.. (5.CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(10.) I pay attention to how my organization is doing overall. (6.CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
( 11.) I take pride in the quality of my work. (7CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(12.) The reason I prefer this organization to others is because of what it stands for, its 
values. (3PIT) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(13.) I am performing my job to my full capacity. (6DE) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(14.) 1 tend to mind my co-workers' business as well as my own. (8CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Appendix B. Workplace Questionnaire 
( 15.) My attachment to this organization is primarily based on the similarity of my 
values and those represented by the organization. (4PIT) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
( 16.) I am working as hard as I am able to at my job. (7DE) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(17 .) My organization's goals help me to fulfill my own goals. (9CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
I (18.) I normally do not watch the clock or feel eager to leave work. ( 1 OCDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
2 3 4 5 6 
(19.) I look forward to seeing my co-workers every day. (11CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(20.) What this organization stands for is important to me. (5PI11 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(21.) I could increase my effort at work quite significantly. (8DE) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Appendix B. Workplace Questionnaire 
(22.) I have a clear sense of how my work contributes to the whole organization. 
(12CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(23.) My workday rarely drags or seems endless. (13CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(24.) I am proud to tell others that I am a part of this organization. (6PID) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(25.) I put a great deal of effort into my job over and above what is required. (9DE) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(26.) I am comfortable mixing work and friendship. (14CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(27.) I think about what happens to my work even after it leaves my department. 
(15CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(28.) I talk up the company to my friends as a great organization to work for. (7PID) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Appendix B. Workplace Questionnaire 
(29.) On a regular basis, I put into my job only the amount of effort required to keep 
me from getting fired or disciplined. (l1DE) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 l 2 3 4 5 6 
(30.) I am normally able to concentrate on my work without thinking about other 
things. (l6CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 l 2 3 4 5 6 
(31.) I often offer help to others even before finishing my own work. (l7CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(32.) I feel a sense of "ownership" for this organization rather than being just an 
employee. (8PID) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(33.) On a regular basis, I spend a fair amount of time thinking about how to improve 
things at work. (l2DE) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(34.) I tend to get defensive when I hear negative comments about my organization. 
(l8CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 l 2 3 4 5 6 
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Appendix B. Workplace Questionnaire 
(35.) Even when I'm not at work I still tend to think about work. ( l9CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(36.) Unless I'm rewarded for it in some way. I see no reason to expend extra effort on 
behalf of this organization. (9PC) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(37.) On a regular basis, I spend extra-effort to benefit my organization. (l3DE) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(38.) I do my best when working with others rather than alone. (20CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(39.) For the sake of the organization I am willing to let another department's needs 
take priority over my department's needs. (21CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(40.) How hard I work for the organization is directly linked to how much I am 
rewarded. (lOPC) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 l 2 3 4 5 6 
(41.) On a regular basis, I spend extra-effort on behalf of my co-workers which results 
in benefits to my organization. ( l4DE) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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(42.) My work is a major source of need satisfaction in my life. (22CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(43.) I get a lot of satisfaction from interacting with my co-workers. (23CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(44.) My private views about the company are different than those I express publicly. 
(11 PC) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(45.) I expend extra effort on behalf of my organization to help us avoid incurring 
unnecessary costs. (15DE) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(46.) There are few organizations I'd rather work for than this one. (24CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(47.) Just doing the work I do is its own reward. (25CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(48.) Having someone leave my department is like losing a family member. (26CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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(49.) If more organizations were like mine, the world would benefit. (27CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 l 2 3 4 5 6 
(50.) In order for me to get rewarded around here, it is necessary to express the right 
attitude. (12PC) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(51.) I constantly strive to improve my job skills and abilities. (28CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(52.) I make every effort to help new members of my department to come on board. 
(29CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(53.) The outside reputation of my CEO is very important to me. (30CDI) 
Not True At All Very True 
0 l 2 3 4 5 6 
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(54.) If you really wanted to, how much do you think you could improve your own 
effectiveness on the job, by a little, say about l 0%, by a great deal, like being twice as 
effective as you are now. or something in between? (IDE) 
a. By a little 
b. By a great deal 
c. Something in between 
d. Already as effective as I can be 
e. Not sure/don't know 
(55.) I participate in planning and organizing social events at work. (liE) 
a. Never 




(56.) I make suggestions to improve the organization. (2IE) 
a. Never 




(57.) How much effort do you put into your job beyond what is required- a great deal. 
some, or very littl~? (2DE) 
a. Great deal 
b. Some 
c. Only a little 
d. None 
e. Not sure/don't know 
(58.) I attend functions that are not required. but that help the organization's image. 
(3IE) 
a. Never 
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(59.) I volunteer for tasks that are not required. (4IE) 
a. Never 




(60). Which of these four opinions do you agree with most? (.66230) (50 E) 
(61.) 
(62.) 
a. "I put myself out in my work and I often do more than is demanded of me. My 
job is so important to me that I sacrifice much for it." 
b. "All in all I enjoy my work and every now and then I do more than is required. 
But this should not be a permanent situation." 
c. "In my job I do what is demanded of me. Nobody can criticize me there. But 1 
cannot see why I should exert extra effort beyond that." 
d. "I often have to force myself to go to work. I therefore only do what is absolutely 
necessary." 
I work a full eight-hour day (or a full shift if part-time). (5IE) 
a. Never 




I complete my assigned duties on time. (61E) 
a. Never 




(63.) Considering my abilities. skills. and talents. right now I am putting into my job 
about %of my available effort. (lODE) 
a. Less than 25% 
b. More than 25% but less than 50% 
c. More than 50% but less than 75% 
d. More than 755 but less than 85% 
e. More than 85% 
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(64.) I comply with the rules and regulations of this organization. (7IE) 
a. Never 





Appendix C. CDI (used by permission of S.L. Fink, Ph.D.) 
1. I become absorbed in my work to the point where I shut out 
everything else. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2. I am aware of how my co-workers are doing. · 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3. I feel pleased to learn about my organization's achievements. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4. I enjoy my work very much. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5. I am ready to help my co-workers when they need it. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6. I pay attention to how my organization is doing overall. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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7. I take pride in the quality of my own work. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8. I tend to mind my co-workers' business as well as my own. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
9. My organization's goals help me to fulfill my own goals. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
10. I normally do not watch the clock or feel eager to leave work. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
11. I look forward to seeing my co-workers every day. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
12. I have a clear sense of how my work contributes to the whole 
organization. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
128 
Appendix C. CDI (used by permission of S.L. Fink, Ph.D.) 
13. My workday rarely drags or seems endless. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
14. I am comfortable mixing work and friendship. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
15. I think about what happens to my work even after it leaves 
my department. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
16. I am nonnally able to concentrate on my work without 
thinking about other things. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
17. I often offer help to others even before fmishing my own work. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
18. I tend to get defensive when I hear negative comments about 
my organization. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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19. Even when I'm not at work I still tend to think about work. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
20. I do my best when working .with others rather than alone. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
21. For the sake of the organization I am willing to let another 
department's needs take priority over my deparnnent's needs. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
22. My work is a major source of need satisfaction in my life. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 s 6 
23. I get a lot of satisfaction from interacting with my co-workers. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
24. There are few organizations I'd rather work for than this one. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5. 6 
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25. Just doing the work that I do is its own reward. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
26. Having someone leave my department is like losing a family 
member. · 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
27. If more organizations were like mine, the world would benefit. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
28. I constantly strive to improve my job skills and abilities. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
29. I make every effort to help new members of my department 
to come on board. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
30. The outside reputation of my CEO is very important to me. 
Not True At All Very True 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Scoring Form 
Enter the circled ratings into the spaces provided below for 
each item. Note that the item numbers go from left to right across the 
three columns. After all the items are entered into the spaces, add up 
the ten scores in each column and enter the sub-totals in the spaces 
at the bottom of the columns. Add the three sub-totals to obtain a 
total score for the instrument. 
Item Item Item 
1. 2. 3. 
4. 5. 6. 
7. 8. 9. 
10. 11. 12. 
13. 14. 15. 
16. 17. 18. 
19. 20. 21. 
22. 23. 24. 
25. 26. 27. 
28. 29. 30. 
Totals 
(W) (C-W) (0) 
Total Commitment Score 
Nam 
Company. Departmen 




John Smith . 
WORKPLACE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Dear John, 
At the bottom of this Hn8ll you will find the Workplace QueetlonnaJre link. M you know, Is par11cipating in 
this survey to learn more about how we can creata a 'high performance workplace'. We know that our associates will be 
an excellent source of ldantHylng factor8 in our Clll1'8llt wortcplace that need alt8ntlon. 
You have alr8ady completed a Consent Form so you ara d set to go. You should allow about 15-20 minutes to complete 
the Ouestlonnalra. Once you submit your 1'88p0n88, they w11 be lntegratacl Into the survey database; yow responses ara 
contldentlal. 





Welcome to the Workplace Questionnaire site. 'Ibis site has been 
constructed to allow you to complete the Workplace Questionnaire 
electronically; completing the Workplace Questionnaire should be 
relatiVely qUick and easy ... specific dJrecttons will follow in an up-coming 
section. 
Monitoring Participation Levels. The quality of the results generated 
by the Workplace Questionnaire depends on recetvtng completed 
Questionnaires from all individuals selected to participate .. Below, you 
are requested to enter your e-mail address. A roster of e-mail addresses 
will be assembled, separate from the actual Questionnaire data. for the 
purpose of tracking partictpatiDn levels Qnly. You ·. will receive a 
confirmation, by e-mail, adv1s1ng you that your Questionnaire responses 
have been successfully integrated into the questionnaire database. 
ConfidentiaUty. Your individual responses are confidential. When you 
submit yo_ur Questionnaire {at the very bottom of this electronic 
document) your responses become part of a large collection of 
.:J:uestionnaire data; no personally ident1fying information is attached to 
your responses as they become integrated into the database. 
In Order to Participate. you must have already completed a Research 
Consent Form. This Questionnaire is associated with a Research Project 
conducted as part of a doctoral dissertation overseen by Boston 
University; the University requires that all research participants sign a 
consent form. 




Workplace Questionnaire site 
Instructions: Completing ~ Questionnaire should be relatively quick 
and easy. For each item, you are provided with a pull down response 
menu ... simply click on the 'menu' (down-arrow) button and then 
highlight your response; your selected response should show in the 
window. 
Most items will ask you to identify the extent for which the statement is 
either 'very true' or 'not very true at all' for you. Depending on how 
strongly you feel, one way or the other, you are provided with choices of 
responses that look like this: 
0 Not true at all 
1 Mostly not true 
2 Somewhat not true 
3 Neutral/ No opinion 
4 Somewhat true 
5 True 
6 Verytrue 
Think of the responses as being on a continuum or scale with the 
extremes ... 'Not true at all' (0) and Very true' (6) ... being on either end; a 
(3) then, would indicate a n.eutrnl. (or an in-between) response. A (2) or a 
(1) would be increasing levels toward being not trrJe; a (4) or a (5) would 
be increasing levels toward being uery true. 
The Questionnaire is designed so as to require a response for each item. 
The Questionnaire focuses on how you feel about your job and your work 
organiZation. Some questions may sound ve:ty sim1lar ... don't spend a lot 
of time on each item. your honest feelings are what are important and 
those are probably best represented by your initial response. 
";omplete the Workplace Questionnaire only once. Upon completion, click 
\ln the 'Submit Questionnaire' button. In the event that an item (or 
items) has been left incomplete, you will be so advised and brought back 
to that section of the Questionnaire. Once successfully submitted, you 
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should delete the Workplace Questionnaire' e-mail conta1n1ng the 
docuwnenL · 
To Start Questionnaire click here 
Start Questionnaire 
Desiped By. M Haskell 





!Select Response From Below fJ 
3. If the values of this organization were different, I would not be as 
attached to this organization. 
I Select Response From Below I 
4. I avoid taking on additional ~uties and respoDSibiUties at work. 
!Select Response From Below I 
5. I feel pleased to team about my organization's achievements. 
!Select Response From Below~ 
6. I enjoy my work very much. 
!Select Response From Below a 
7. Since joillillg this organization. my personal values and those of 
~.he organization have become more similar. 
!Select Response From Below !I 
8. BasicaUy, I am an employee like everybody else: What counts is 
not getting under stress so that I do not get overworked. 
lSelect Response From Below lSI 
9. I am ready to help my co-workers when they need it. 
lSetect Response From Below &J 
10. I pay attention to how my organization is doing overall. 
!Select Response From Below .!it 
11. I take pride ill the quality of my work. 
!Select Reseonse From Below t!f 
12. The reason I prefer this organization to others is because of 




(for Questionnaire Respondents) 
Appendix E. 
You are being asked to complete a questionnaire that w1U ask you your thoughts 
about. and experiences ln. your workplace. Completing the questionnaire w1U take 
approxlnlately 30 minutes of your time. 'Ibis questtonna1re is the data-collect1on tool 
for a Doctoral Dissertation project overseen by Boston Untverstty. 
Data collected from Individual questionnaireS w1U be treated confidentially and 
wW not be tdenttflable to any particular partidpant. It is the themes and trends In the 
data that are of Interest to the researcher. These themes and trends w1U be shared with 
the participating organization. This w1U be done so that opportunity is aea.ted for the 
organ!zation to direct attention to Important matters that surface from the 
questionnaire. The purpose In sharing general results with the participating 
organ!zation Is to encourage action. tf any is needed, toward tmprovement. 
Your participation ts voluntary; you may refuse to participate or feel free to 
withdraw your participation at any time without fear of penalty. All of the Information 
In this consent form wW be reviewed with you verbally and the lndiv1dual presenting 
this Information to you w1U be able to answer any questions that you may have. 
Thank you for considering participation In this project. 
George Entwistle. Doctoral Candidate 
Boston University 
(H) 207 799-1850 
(0) 877 761-5678 (X7222) 
Please read and sign the Consent Section below: 
I have read and I do understand the Information on this Informed Consent form. I 
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GEORGE H. ENTWISTLE 3rd 
2 Avon Road 
Cape Elizabeth, ME 04107 
207.799.1850 (H) email: alaska@maine.rr.com 
DOB: 03/01/1954 
PROFILE 
Senior-level leader with hands-on, management experience and academic training encompassing all facets 
of Human Resources Management and Organizational Development in the public-sector, and in private-
sector entrepreneurial 'start-up' ventures, mid-sized, and Fortune 500 organizations; functional expertise in: 
Organizational Development: Designed and executed organizational interventions to support business 
goals including: strategic business planning, change management/organizational redesign, high 
performance work system design, employee climate survey project management (international), and 
succession and workforce planning. 
Consulting: Coached, mentored and influenced organizational leaders to make informed, responsible 
decisions with regard to matters involving: legal/regulatory compliance, labor and employee relations, 
and management of human work performance. Consultative and hands-on management experience 
with company/facility start-ups, mergers and integration of new acquisitions. 
Human Resources Development: Proven competency in the HRD interventions of: training needs 
assessment, curriculum design, and education/training delivery and evaluation. Designed and 
delivered training as part of supervisory/management development and total quality (TQ) education 
programs. Have supervised, trained and mentored HR professionals, interns and staff. 
HR Systems Administration: Extensive, direct and supervisory management of all aspects of 
administration including: budgeting, employment (recruitment and selection), benefits plan design and 
administration, compensation system design (including executive compensation and incentive plans), 
labor contract negotiations and human resources information systems (HRIS). 
Information Technology and Administrative Services: Effective leadership of information technology 
and information system teams to meet business and operational needs (including broad-based systems 
conversion projects). Designed and managed comprehensive, cost-effective risk management and 
health, safety & wellness programs. 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
HUNTER PANELS, LLC, Portland, ME 
Start-up, manufacturing company with ME, IL and NY locations growing in sales from $0 to $60+ million since 12/97. 
Vice President, HR/00, 12/97-present. 
As one partner of the 5-member start-up and leadership team, developed and manage the company's people 
functions including organizational design, employment, benefits, compensation, training, legal compliance 
and safety. Manage all related administrative services including risk management and information 
technology and provide supervision to leadership teams at the company's manufacturing facilities. 
NRG BARRIERS/JOHNS MANVILLE CORPORATION, Portland, ME/Denver, CO 
Building products manufacturer with sales of $2+ billion employing 9300 employees across 52 locations worldwide. 
Vice President, Human Resources and Administrative Services, 12/94-12/97. 
Executive team member responsible for OD/HR management and administrative services for NRG Barriers 
with multi-state locations and $200+ million in sales. After acquisition, (with reporting lines to both the 
Executive VP of HR for Johns Manville and the Senior VP of JM's Roofing Division) responsibilities 
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expanded to include local division management, functional/organizational integration of NRG Barriers into 
Johns Manville and additional, company-wide HR/OD responsibilities including leadership for a company-
wide, international, employee work climate survey. 
WEYERHAEUSER COMPANY, Tacoma, WA 
Fortune 500, forest products company with sales of $11 billion and 35,000 employees across locations in 12 countries. 
Regional Human Resources Manager, 6/87-12/94. 
Multiple assignments within the Pulp, Paper and Packaging sector of the business ($4+ billion in sales) in 
the Packaging Division (64 US facilities) with increasing responsibility progressing from facility-based to 
regional (Northern, US) and to division-wide. Work focused on organizational assessment, development 
and implementation of total quality (continuous improvement) systems, education and training (including 
Zenger Miller 'Front Line Leadership' and Dupont safety training), policy/procedure development, safety, 
and labor/employee relations (including contract negotiations). Provided supervision and leadership to 
human resources managers across multiple US locations. 
EMERSON COLLEGE, Boston, MA 
Highly reputable liberal arts college with specialization in communication arts and sciences. 
Employment and Compensation Manager, 2/85-9/85. 
Reporting to the Executive VP for Finance and Administration, created and managed a short-term project 
to reorganize the college's employment practices and compensation programs. Designed and implemented 
a point-factor job evaluation system and developed a new wage and salary program for the organization. 
STATE of MASSACHUSETTS, Department of Mental Health 
Director, Human Resources and Quality Assurance, 5/82-2/85,9/85-6/87. 
Multiple clinical and management assignments leading to executive management team member 
responsibility for the personnel/payroll division, division of staff development and training, employee 
assistance program and division of quality assurance for a DMH workforce of twelve hundred (1200) 
employees; responsibilities included budget management, labor relations/contract negotiations and 
supervision of numerous middle-level managers and professionals. 
EDUCATION 
Doctoral Degree (EdD), 2001, Human Resources Education, Organizational Development Concentration, 
Boston University, Boston, MA 
MA Degree, 1981, Psychology, Assumption College, Worcester, MA 
BA Degree, 1976, Psychology, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA 
HIGHER EDUCATION AFFILIATIONS 
Adjunct Faculty Member, Seminar Leader, University of New England/Westbrook College, Portland. 
ME, 9/90-9/94. Taught undergraduate courses for both the Social Sciences and Business Divisions and 
presented seminars for the Division of Continuing Education for Business. 
Adjunct Faculty Member, Western New England College, Springfield, MA, 9/84-1/89. Taught 
undergraduate courses in psychology for the Division of Psychology and Social Sciences. 
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